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ABSTRACT
Heritage is a concept that has received abundant critical attention within the
academy. This study seeks to extend this critique by demonstrating the value of longterm ethnographic research and analysis of heritage processes on the Main Islands of Yap
State, Federated States of Micronesia (FSM). As the FSM staff cultural anthropologist for
23 months, the author utilizes interview and participant observation data collected
during a total of over 2 years in the field to uncover and analyze the production of cultural
heritage discourses on Yap’s Main Islands. With a central goal to understand locally
produced views and values of stakeholders toward their heritage, including what exactly
it is they wish to preserve and why, findings were analyzed to generate culturally
informed strategies that local communities can consider in order to best meet their
heritage interests.
Local discourses on heritage being produced by Yapese Main Islander
stakeholders in Yap demonstrate views and values toward preserving primarily
intangible elements of their heritage within the sphere of Chambers’ (2006) private
heritage construct. Attending to the processes that facilitate private heritage transmission
should therefore be a central strategy in preservation efforts. Additionally, a political
economy approach to investigating the production of local discourses on heritage
emerges as a productive alternative to the critical discourse analysis (CDA) paradigm
vii

that largely discounts the locally contingent historic, economic, social and political
structures that are daily mediated as stakeholders look to the past to confront their
presents and futures.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
PREAMBLE
When I first was taken into a village setting in Yap, I felt custom and tradition all
around me. There was a presence. I had been to several other places in Micronesia in the
years prior and had similar profound feelings. In fact, just a month before I had an
incredibly powerful moment as I sat quietly with a few others in the nahs of the
Nahnmwarki of Madolenihmw in Pohnpei. When visiting paramount chiefs in Pohnpei, I
knew to stay low to the ground, how to enter the space, and all the other protocols
required.

And as we sat quietly and words were slowly exchanged between the

Nahnmwarki and his Naniken, it was the first time in my life I had felt power this way. It
was an indescribable experience, but I felt his powerful presence and it affected me
greatly. I am sure it is not the same for everyone, and I do not why it was that way for
me, but I will always remember it. In Yap, it was a similar feeling, but it was not power
I felt, or at least I had not thought of it that way. It was some other palpable feeling that
can perhaps be described as intense respect. Also different from my experience a month
prior, this one was coupled with anticipation. I was finally in Yap, the island of stone
money and one steeped in strong living customs and traditions; a dream for any cultural
anthropologist, and I would be there for a long time.
1

Before we entered the Yapese village, I was told of the protocols of respect required
when entering someone else’s village such as to always carry a small leafy branch, not to
speak loudly or eat while walking and, among other things, to always walk in a singlefile line when you are with others. I would later learn why these customs were in place,
and I always tried to honor them wherever I went. It was a powerful experience as I was
taken on beautifully constructed stone paths amid the tropical forested cover and was
given a history of the village and shown very old raised stone platforms known as wunbay
with stone slabs sticking up through them where chiefs and others once sat and used
them as backrests. There were also a few of Yap’s famous disc-shaped stone money called
rai upright in the thicketed surroundings and I imagined for a minute what the area must
have looked like in the past— alive with activity as people sat in relaxed discussion or
transfixed on the beautiful dances being performed in front of them. I had just arrived a
day before, and again, it was moment of awareness that I was now in a special, magical
land.
During my first days in Yap I also saw around me how every man had their own
woven basket and how they would often reach into it to retrieve a betel-nut, a portion of
pepper-leaf, a knife, powdered lime and then prepare their chew. I learned soon that
these ubiquitous baskets were considered the “little houses” of their owners since they
carried all the essentials they might need. They also had a saying, “wisdom is in the
basket,” which can mean whenever you are stuck on a problem and cannot figure out,
slow down, relax, and reach into your basket and prepare a chew. The answers will come
2

eventually. Occasionally those first few days I would also see men and women barechested in customary attire walking through town, later learning they were from Yap’s
Outer Islands and that here on the Main Islands they had low rank and the tradition
required them to dress this way. Countless other things caught my anthropologicallytrained eye and I would do my best to try to understand them all.
The events that led me to Yap seem like a whirlwind looking back. I was in my
last semester of course-work in my Ph.D. program and had been preparing a proposal
for research in South America. One day in January of that semester I noticed a post on
our department’s list-serve from Sarah Smith, a fellow graduate student who was doing
research in Chuuk State of the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) and in the nearby
U.S. territory of Guam. I had just met her very briefly before she went in the field and
was stunned to learn she was going to Chuuk. A few years earlier as an adjunct professor
at San Diego State University, I had fallen into the opportunity of a lifetime (for me at
least) to teach hybrid online courses to college students in the FSM and the Republic of
Palau that included week-long trips to each location to teach face-to-face. So it was one
of those strange life-coincidences that Sarah was going to a place I had been a couple
years prior, and one few in the world beyond the Pacific even know exists. Sarah’s post
contained an announcement for a position as the FSM cultural anthropologist and I
applied. I had little hope I would actually get it, even though I did have experience in
the FSM and my research focus has always been tourism and heritage. I found out I was

3

being considered for the position and went straight to work preparing a research
proposal.
Bureaucracy works very slow in the FSM. Time passed with no word on the
position and I now found myself in a predicament; I needed to meet with my committee
in a few short days who would evaluate my research proposal so I could begin my
qualifying exams, and I needed to know where I would go. Then, I learned about a week
before my committee meeting that Plan B was now Plan A—I got the job. My summer
was filled completing the arduous qualifying exams which I defended just a few weeks
before I was packed up and shipped off to start my new job and my dissertation
fieldwork.
One reason for this long exposition is to explain that I had virtually no time to read
up on Yap before I left. It was also the only FSM state I did not have an opportunity to
visit before I moved there to take up my new position. I had heard much about it in the
other places I travelled, but it was still mysterious to me. I knew the basics: stone money,
what outside interpreters referred to as a very traditional culture, and also that one could
not just walk freely through villages. For my qualifying exam, however, I had to become
familiar with all the states of the FSM because I was not sure where I would land. This
decision would not be made until I arrived in Pohnpei. So my research of each of the four
states was necessarily limited and I did not get to read any ethnographies because reading
one from each of the four states would take too much time in locating, reading and
consuming each along with all the other preparations, research, and writing I needed to
4

do on cultural heritage and the relative anthropological theory. But once I was in
Pohnpei, I finally learned I was going to Yap and had about a month to read-up in earnest.
One problem though; the only thing I could find there was His Majesty O’Keefe (Klingman
and Green 1950), a supposed true-to-life account of a late nineteenth-century marooned
captain from Savannah, Georgia who, after being rescued by a local chief, figured out
how to make Yapese work for him, make him rich, and turn him into the de-facto king of
Yap.
Along with explaining the fortuity of circumstances that led me to Yap and my
inability to learn my field properly prior to arrival, this breezy introduction also gives us
a great segue into my theme. David Dean O’Keefe, the so-called “King of Yap,” achieved
this great status by learning about the Yapese system of values and used his knowledge
in practice to convince them to collect coconuts for his new copra trading business. He
discovered the value stone money held within their sociopolitical system and came up
with the ingenious (and ethically questionable) idea to see if maybe the Yapese would be
interested in trading work for rides on his ship to and from Palau and metal tools they
could use to quarry their stone money. It turned out they took him up on his offer. He
became rich, locals got more and more (and bigger and bigger) pieces of stone money,
and the rest is history (well, like all history, the legend is contested by some). And so the
segue is this: Somewhat like O’Keefe, this study seeks to locate Yapese values in their
culture and to use this knowledge to help them get to work on something they want and that is the preservation of what they regard as their cultural heritage. Yet, unlike
5

O’Keefe, my own motivations are not to exploit the Yapese for personal gain but, rather,
to put myself in their service by documenting the pasts they seek to preserve while, at
the same time, contributing to anthropological science.

INTRODUCING THE STUDY
This study is an ethnographic investigation of the cultural heritage process on the
Main Islands of Yap State, one of four states in the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM).
It will include both an analysis of how cultural heritage is valued and practiced on Yap’s
Main Islands and a consideration of how knowledge generated can inform future applied
practice. As a demonstration of theory and practice, I also hope that insights developed
throughout will contribute to theory-building within the fields of anthropology and
critical heritage studies more generally.
Yap is regarded by many as having a culture where many of its early traditions
and customs have endured notwithstanding the decades of external influences and
pressures that have led to the disappearance of so much cultural heritage throughout the
Pacific. Preserving what the Yapese view as their cultural heritage, which varies across
the society, and into the future, however, is fraught with difficulties due to a host of forces
that make it increasingly challenging for local stakeholders to preserve historic sites and
to practice, teach and maintain customary knowledge, skills, techniques and wisdom.
This investigation will take a critical approach in seeking to understand how the various
segments of the Yapese themselves view and value their heritage and the formal and
6

informal heritage preservation practices that have taken shape on the islands as a result.
The ultimate goal of what follows is to use ethnographic research and findings to help
inform Yapese stakeholders and policymakers on additional practices and approaches to
cultural heritage management that take careful consideration of what it is they really
want to preserve and how preservation efforts can be tailored more specifically to Yapese
realities.
In seeking to identify what Yapese stakeholders wish to preserve with their
heritage practices and how they might go about doing it in a way that works best for
them specifically, the very nature of cultural heritage and the discourses that shape
preservation efforts also emerge as central concerns. What exactly, for instance, is
cultural heritage? This question is not nearly as simple as it may seem. It is reasonable
to accept that proficient English-speaking Yapese stakeholders puzzled somewhat over
the specific meaning of heritage, but it is also true that academics and cultural heritage
practitioners have not done much better when trying to reach agreement on exactly what
the term means. This is because like history itself, the term heritage today is fluid and
contested and intellectual battles rage on over its conceptual value and usage in theory
and practice. As a review of the literature will show, the conceptual development of
cultural heritage is a fairly recent phenomenon. It will also be shown that there exists a
vocal group of scholars who in short time have done quite well to destabilize the concept
of heritage and the practices that have emerged to preserve it. For these critics, heritage
and the practices that come with its preservation have grown to be a hegemonic force for
7

state and institutional powers despite its seemingly benign and common designation for
shared and valued elements of an inherited past.
Along with a mainstream, established heritage discourse and theoretical tradition
within the academy, there thus also exists an emerging, competing critical heritage
discourse and theoretical tradition as an antithesis. I will review some of these debates in
the pages that follow in order to lay the groundwork for the presentation and analysis of
28 months of ethnographic research and practice in the FSM and Yap State. As will be
seen, an ethnographic investigation of the cultural heritage process in Yap provides an
excellent opportunity to engage many ongoing debates about heritage.

Situated

somewhere betwixt and between established heritage orthodoxies and the critical
analyses of the paradigm, this study seeks to demonstrate through praxis that alternative
indigenous mediations of what we call cultural heritage can be located and productively
considered in debates over how heritage is defined and how it is valued. This becomes
possible when practitioners use an ethnographic approach that is informed more by local
processes and stakeholder participation than by dogmatic procedures and guidelines
handed down by well-intended experts. In turn, insights gained through such work may
help to “speak up” to the dominant discourses that we are complicit in constructing and
work to reconfigure the matrix of power to one that locates the authorization of
knowledge and practice nearer to those communities whose very identities are most
closely tied to it.

8

What will become clear by the end of this dissertation is that there is much to be
said and considered when it comes to theoretical and practical issues concerning cultural
heritage on Yap’s Main Islands. Indeed, at times my study will read as a combination of
related arguments and presentations that could easily be taken up separately to produce
multiple articles or longer publications that could stand on their own if given more
attention. I could have, for instance, focused exclusively on the discursive and material
dimensions of heritage preservation in Yap as a result of the NPS and UNESCO
involvement in the State’s formal heritage efforts. Or, I could have instead specifically
limited my research and analysis to local views and values toward heritage and how
discourses are being produced within the political economy of Yap’s postcolonial
realities. It may have also been more interesting to some readers if I presented a reflexive
dissertation on my long-term experiences in the field as both a professional heritage
practitioner and academic researcher and how this positionality was negotiated. And I
also could have simply focused on providing an in-depth study of either the public or
private heritage processes in the state rather than analyzing both of these arenas and
including related case-studies that themselves could have each alone been used as the
basis for a solid dissertation. Yet instead of choosing one of these paths which may have
indeed been easier to pursue and also easier for the reader to distill into meaningful form,
I chose the “kitchen-sink” approach and thus left my study open to critiques of clarity in
purpose. Hopefully my ambitious approach will be justified in the end, but just in case
the reader begins to lose sight of the prize, allow me to bring forward now a summary of
the findings that have resulted from casting such a wide net.
9

First, by analyzing both public and private heritage processes, my study will show
that the views and values toward heritage do indeed differ between institutional agencies
and local stakeholders within Yap’s Main Islands that value intangible aspects of their
cultural heritage more than tangible and historic resources. The dissertation will also
demonstrate the value of a political economy approach to proposing arguments for why
local stakeholders are mediating the value of their heritage the way they do. What will
be argued from the evidence is that stakeholders fear the demise of a way of life that has
long provided economic and social stability for them but is now competing with a
monetized market economy that is undermining the traditional sociopolitical institutions
supporting this way of life. And finally, the findings will suggest that in order for Yapese
Main Islanders to preserve what they reportedly desire to save, they may do well to put
in place strategies that focus on their private heritage with a central emphasis on practices
affirming traditional connections between people, clans and their ancestral lands.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In order to investigate the cultural heritage process in Yap and come to the
conclusions outlined above, several research questions emerged to help guide my
ethnographic study. These questions engage central applied and theoretical issues in the
discipline of anthropology that were crucial for my investigation. They are broad by
design with each necessarily encompassing a range of additional questions that relate
directly to the more general goals of the study. As to be expected in a study with such a
long period in the field, while almost all of these questions were part of the initial study
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design, a few interrelated ones did not demand to be explored until I was absorbed in
fieldwork. All the questions that follow were directed toward the goals of understanding
better the cultural heritage process in Yap State, how it might be improved, and how an
ethnographic study of these processes contribute to discourses on cultural heritage in
theory and practice more broadly.
QUESTION 1: HOW DO LOCAL COMMUNITIES IN YAP DEFINE AND VALUE THEIR CULTURAL
HERITAGE?

A good starting point for an ethnographic study on the effectiveness of cultural
heritage preservation efforts and how they might be improved is to examine closely the
question of how significant a community’s heritage is to the daily lives of its members.
This will of course vary depending on the position of groups and classes as well as
different factors affecting social and legal status (e.g., chiefs vs. commoners) within the
society, as well by individual community member, but it nonetheless is an important
factor that needs to be explored. This question also leads to another related one: Why do
they value their heritage the way they do? Is it pride in their Yapese identity, a
recognition of the economic value of heritage for tourism, or something else? And what
about their history? Are the stories and legends found in their oral traditions still valued
today? Or do they look to more formal, written accounts by outsiders to know their
collective past? I will explore some of these questions in more depth throughout my
study.
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QUESTION 2: HOW DO YAPESE USE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN THE PRESENT?
The question of how Yapese utilize heritage and their connections to their pasts
today is vital to uncovering not only the significance of cultural heritage to Yapese today,
but in exploring this question what will also hopefully emerge is an understanding of the
indigenous processes still in place that maintain connections to their past. In other words,
the question of how they leverage the past in the present also addresses the issue of what
they are doing in their daily lives to keep their cultural heritage alive. This angle of
inquiry explores the ways heritage is used by Yapese stakeholders both in a daily takenfor-granted way as well as how it is deliberately utilized to address current and future
uncertainties.
Data collected within the purview of this question should also provide a picture
of which elements of what they view as their heritage have value for Yapese stakeholders.
Do they value, for instance, tangible cultural and historic resources such as sites and
monuments? Or is it the intangible elements of their heritage such as performances,
customs, cultural knowledge, skills and other non-material expressions of their culture
that they value more? In short, what elements of their heritage do Yapese stakeholders
want to preserve the most for the future and why? These questions are vital when
attempting to assess whether or not formal approaches to historic and heritage
preservation are addressing the needs and wishes of communities and individuals.
And finally, by seeking to understand how cultural heritage is incorporated into
the daily lives of Yapese individuals, we can also follow up with questions that address
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the possible decreasing significance of heritage over time in Yap. What, for instance, has
changed in the daily lives of Yapese citizens that makes it harder for them to maintain
the aspects of their heritage that they value? Or more directly, how have the ways
customs, traditions and cultural knowledge are passed down changed over time, and
why? And what about the contemporary significance of tangible heritage resources such
as stone money, stone platforms, the various customary buildings, stone paths, etc.? Are
these material elements of their heritage still in use? Why or why not?
QUESTION 3: HOW DO HISTORIC PRESERVATION PRACTICES IN YAP HELP TO MANAGE AND
PROTECT YAPESE CULTURAL HERITAGE?

As the cultural anthropologist for the Federated States of Micronesia for over two
years, I was fortunate to have had the opportunity to be assigned to the Yap State Historic
Preservation Office (YSHPO) for 23 months.

My deep involvement with Yapese

preservation activities meant that I was able to learn a great deal of information on how
historic preservation is organized and practiced in the office.

I learned standard

procedures and guidelines for Historic Preservation Offices (HPOs) and how projects
were planned, implemented and reported at the YSHPO. As will be explained below in
more detail, I was able to lead several projects myself and these experiences inform much
of my analysis and interpretation of the cultural heritage process in Yap. Insights gained
from this work will be a central component of the dissertation. Combined with my
personal fieldwork research, my time as a professional practitioner with YSHPO
provided much that will be used to help understand what preservation activities have
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been working in Yap, which may not have worked as well as intended, and most
importantly, why. These findings will frame the applied discussion on possible ways
additional preservation practices might be envisioned.
QUESTION 4: HOW DO EXTERNAL HERITAGE DISCOURSES SHAPE YAPESE PRACTICES?
This question seeks to address the ways in which outside assistance and discourse
directly and indirectly informs the cultural heritage process in Yap. An element of this
study is to assess the applicability of critical theories that implicate the major institutions
producing knowledge on how cultural heritage should be preserved and protected
around the world. For the FSM, the most powerful external voice guiding the nation’s
preservation efforts is the U.S. National Park Service (NPS). More recently, the FSM has
also become a formal member of the United Nations Educational and Scientific
Organization (UNESCO) heritage programs through the ratification of international
conventions on the protection and preservation of cultural heritage. The ways in which
these external agencies assist Yapese preservation practices will be examined in order to
evaluate the critical discourses that implicate their power and authority. Having worked
extensively with NPS and UNESCO as part of my duties, I have gained a great deal of
experience on these matters that informs much of my analysis.
QUESTION 5: HOW CAN THIS STUDY ADD TO DISCOURSES ON THE NATURE OF HERITAGE?
The investigation of the roles of external discourses on the local heritage process
in Yap opens the door to many deeper questions about the very nature of heritage itself.
As discussed above and throughout my dissertation, defining cultural heritage is much
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more difficult than it appears at first glance. Before I began my fieldwork, I was aware
of this having become with my training very familiar with the critical discourse on the
subject. Yet throughout my time in Yap and the FSM I found myself struggling more and
more with the concept and its utility in ways that I felt were not articulated sufficiently
in the literature. And so while this epistemological dilemma was not a chief concern
going into my research, it became so over time as I daily found myself in positions where
I was forced to ask myself very fundamental questions that did not occur to me before.
My analyses and interpretations presented below have allowed me to work
through many of these questions, yet they may leave the reader unsatisfied since
admittedly big questions remain unresolved. One question in particular that perplexes
me to no end concerns the notion of living heritage and how it differs from what we have
come to call culture. Here is a rabbit-hole of theoretical arenas that one can find
themselves falling deeper and deeper into when considering this question. Yet my
fieldwork in Yap obligates me to face this challenge since so much of what the Yapese
define as cultural heritage and seek to preserve is still alive. In many ways, I see clear
parallels between the evolution of the culture concept and the ways in which the concept
of heritage is a work in progress. I agree that both are better seen as processes than as a
collection of shared things, whether they are conceived as tangible or immaterial
expressions of a collective. Yet, how are the processes different if indeed they are? Or
more to the point for my study, is there a difference between cultural preservation and
cultural heritage preservation? And how are both different from historic preservation?
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Tumbling deeper into the rabbit hole, does the recording and preservation of cultural
heritage actually change values and transform local processes as a discursive exercise of
power?
These questions and several related others have forced their way into my
ethnographic study. My fieldwork took me down many unexpected paths that I will
explore throughout the following pages. Some of these paths of inquiry may have no
clear or satisfying destination.

Sometimes, however, it can be more productive to

generate new questions than it is to seek answers.

ORGANIZATION OF STUDY
Following this introductory chapter, the presentation will begin first with a
discussion of the field setting of the study and will include many relevant historical,
cultural, economic and political details about Yap (and to a lesser extent, the FSM as well)
that are important considerations when examining the current cultural heritage setting.
The next three chapters of my investigation will then survey and discuss a wide range of
literature that was consulted and examined before fieldwork commenced, as well as
additional contributions that were found to be significant throughout my time in the field
and into the stages of data analysis and interpretation. The review and discussions of
relevant works will begin in Chapter 3 by presenting an overview of cultural heritage
studies from an anthropological perspective, including the historical development of
heritage discourses that continue to inform preservation practices today. Towards the
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end of Chapter 3 I will also bring forward the theoretical orientation informing my
research.
In Chapter 4 I will then outline the body of anthropological and ethnographic
works that are relevant to research in Yap State as well as the FSM more generally.
Through a survey of early contact-period reporting and the range of later works on the
islands over the last several decades mainly by U.S. anthropologists, Chapter 4 also serves
to situate the historical presence of ethnographic productions in the region within the
context of colonial and postcolonial academic discourses on Micronesian cultures. In
many places such as Micronesia where written historical accounts are rare, the role of
ethnography in the production of historical consciousness can be great.

By

understanding the history and heritage of anthropology in Micronesia, we thus learn of
important contributions to our field from Micronesian anthropologists and the
ethnographic record of representations that might be seen to inform modern histories and
heritage on the islands as well.
Chapter 5 will then begin by providing a discussion of ethnographic methods and
approaches that are useful in preservation practices such as those I was involved with at
the YSHPO. I will also consider several methods that are usefully employed in examining
cultural heritage processes more generally.

I then continue with a more detailed

examination of the actual methods and practices that eventually were employed in the
field and discuss my roles and activities as the cultural anthropologist in the FSM within
its historic preservation offices. I will next focus on the ethnographic research that was
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undertaken specifically for my study outside of the workplace setting as well. And
finally, I will consider numerous ethical considerations that arose and how they were
addressed.
Chapter 6 is then devoted to exploring the roles of non-Yapese stakeholders in
shaping the cultural heritage process in Yap. This will include an examination of values,
guidelines, and policies found within the discourses of UNESCO and the NPS. I will also
consider several other groups of minor agents that indirectly inform Yapese cultural
heritage in subtler but identifiable ways. The chapter will then conclude with a case
study on the joint NPS and UNESCO supported Yap State Intangible Cultural Heritage
program which began during my tenure with the HPO.

This case provides a

demonstration of how practices constrained by external guidelines and procedures can
creatively attempt to relocate authority over the process to align with the local
stakeholder interests.
Turning next to Chapter 7, I begin the ethnographic analysis of local Yapese
cultural heritage processes. I will present an analysis of how heritage is mediated locally
and then move to the important presentation of elements of cultural heritage that
stakeholders identify as valuable and priorities for preservation. Within this analysis, I
will consider the values of tangible and intangible heritage that can be found in the
qualitative data. I will then close with a small case study that presents an example of the
disjuncture between Yapese values toward their heritage and those commonly found in
the West.
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Having presented data demonstrating the views and values of various Yapese
stakeholders toward their cultural heritage, Chapter 8 will examine how cultural heritage
on the Main Islands is formally and informally managed, maintained, and protected.
Here I will consider the roles of distinct groups and actors involved in what Chambers
(2006) usefully categorizes as public and private heritage. Along with the public, civic
practices involved with the heritage process, I will also present qualitative data on the
modes of Yapese cultural transmission reported and observed. This will include extant
practices on the islands, as well as information on enculturating processes reported from
participants’ childhood and early years. This will importantly allow me to consider ways
in which heritage was passed on in the past can inform practices today. Finally, the
chapter will then close with a case study on the value of a 2014 traditional gathering of
villages known as a mitmit and how this event provides important ethnographic data on
Yapese social processes that should be considered when designing heritage preservation
activities.
In Chapter 9, the Conclusion, I discuss the implications of this study for theoretical
development in anthropology and heritage studies. As will be seen, the Yapese case
supports a reconsideration of approaches toward studying heritage as well as
epistemological issues concerning how local articulations of heritage meanings can
inform the larger academic and professional heritage discourses.

Because it is a

dissertation in applied anthropology, I will also close with an important discussion of the
applied implications of this research.
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Before I begin, I feel it is important that I first discuss the use of the term
“traditional” throughout my dissertation. There are justifiable critiques of how this term
is employed and the discursive power it can have to objectify people and their cultural
expressions. “Tradition” and “traditional,” however, are words often heard by Yapese
themselves when referring to their customary culture. “Tradition and custom” is actually
a term that is encoded with the State’s constitution (FSM Supreme Court Home Page
2016). As such, it seems to me in this sense to mean for them something against “modern”
and an argument can be made that the Yapese appropriation of this term is similar in a
way to the way “custom” has been indigenized in Vanuatu to become kastom (Lindstrom
1982; Keesing 1982). This point will be examined again in later chapters, but I introduce
it here first so that readers will forgive my usage of the term in the pages that follow when
considering that Yapese themselves may not hold the same critical view towards its
meaning and usage that those of us who have unpacked its significance elsewhere do.

20

CHAPTER 2:
FIELD SETTING
INTRODUCTION
The independent nation of the Federated States of Micronesia is comprised of four
states (from east to west— Kosrae, Pohnpei, Chuuk and Yap) just north of the equator in
the middle of the Pacific Ocean. Covering an area “about 5,000 kilometers (3,000 miles)
west of Hawaii and 3,000 kilometers (2,000 miles) east of the Philippines” the nation has
an estimated population of about 105,000 residents (Vaughn et al. 2014:1). The dispersal
of peoples and cultures on small islands dotted across over a million square miles of the
Pacific helps to explain why the nation is extremely “diverse geographically, politically,
linguistically and culturally” (Diettrich 2015:662). Varied ecologies and terrain of the
islands distinguish the nation further and are the result of a combination of several
hundred low-lying atolls and just a few larger high-islands where the highest population
concentrations are found.

Historically, the FSM has seen numerous colonial

transformations (as will be discussed further in Chapter 4) before finally gaining its
independence in 1986 and forming an economic and political alliance with the United
States which previously governed the nation as part of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (TTPI). This current alliance is manifested in a Compact of Free Association
(COFA) that provides economic assistance and other benefits to the FSM in exchange for
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military exclusivity for the United States throughout its waters and territory and the
oversight authority over how its financial assistance is used. While postcolonial FSM is
a sovereign independent nation, its close association and historic dependence on the
United States through the TTPI and now COFA is also clearly visible in several
fundamental ways such as its form of constitutional government, adoption of English as
it official language, and use of U.S. currency.
THE COFA
Before moving on to describing Yap (and briefly Pohnpei as well), the COFA
deserves closer consideration here. According to the U.S. State Department, the COFA
provides the FSM with “over $130 million in direct assistance, including additional
federal grants and services, every year until 2023” (Micronesia, Federated States of 2016).
These funds are directed to six program areas: education, health, infrastructure, public
sector capacity building, and the environment. The FSM has also come to rely on a series
of other provisions in the agreement such as rights for its citizens to freely travel into the
United States for work and education and integration with the U.S. Postal Service.
Notably, the COFA does not provide the funds that assist the FSM HPO operations
(including the salary of professionals); this funding comes from another U.S. government
source known as the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) which provides $150 million per
year to all U.S. States, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Territories, the FSM, and the
Republics of Palau and the Marshall Islands. The HPF funding is “provided by Outer
Continental Shelf oil lease revenues, not tax dollars” thereby using “revenues of a non22

renewable resource to benefit the preservation of other irreplaceable resources” (State,
Tribal, And Local Plans and Grants [U.S. National Park Service] 2016a). The amount of
assistance from the HPF to the FSM HPOs for fiscal year 2015 was $412,163 (State, Tribal,
And Local Plans and Grants [U.S. National Park Service] 2016a).
While the economic assistance the United States provides to the FSM is meant to
help the new nation in its development goals, it has also created a relationship of
dependency that cannot be ignored. Observers such as Hanlon, for instance, point out
that the COFA and its numerous provisions unfortunately offers the FSM “a constrained,
almost neocolonial future through terms and conditions that compromise autonomy and
national integrity in favor of continued financial assistance from the United States”
(Hanlon 2009:101). The contemporary political and economic climate in the FSM reflects
the tensions that have manifested over the administration of the COFA. A fundamental
concern heard over and over again in the field was the growing worry that the COFA
would not be renewed once again in 2023. Whether or not the U.S. government is holding
back its commitment as a way of stimulating action by the FSM to become more fiscally
sustainable and responsible is difficult to know for certain. I spoke personally about this
with a U.S diplomat who visited Yap in 2013 and I could not ascertain if he knew for
certain what would happen, but as of this writing there are no signs that the COFA will
in fact be renewed. According to the CIA World Factbook, however, the 2003 renegotiated
COFA supposedly “develops a Trust Fund for the FSM that will provide a comparable
income stream beyond 2024 when Compact grants end” (The World Factbook 2016). In
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my discussions with stakeholders and many others, very little is known about this
promise of a Trust Fund and how it might mitigate the economic crises once the COFA
expires. Rather, with two-thirds of those employed in the nation working for the
government which in turn receives 58 percent of its funding from the COFA (The World
Factbook 2016), Yapese citizens and likely most residents of the FSM are extremely
nervous and fearful that this assistance will stop and lead to devastating impacts in all
sectors of the nation’s society. These great worries and uncertainty over the economic
future are relevant in the exploration of how cultural heritage is viewed and valued by
the people in the FSM, and especially Yap. The looming crisis has many leaders and
others I spoke with scrambling to find viable economic strategies that can be quickly
undertaken; one salient option for Yapese has been to look to their rich cultural heritage
as a resource to grow their small tourism industry. This evolving valuation of Yapese
heritage is considered in the analysis presented in subsequent chapters and illustrates the
importance of considering more carefully the material realities of stakeholders that figure
into local views and values toward cultural heritage.
POHNPEI STATE
The first four months of my assignment were in the FSM state of Pohnpei. This is
the second most populated island of the FSM (behind Chuuk) and the most developed.
It is also the location the nation’s capital, Palikir, where the national HPO office is located.
I spent most of my time in the Pohnpei State HPO and not the national office. It was here
where I first gained experience observing how heritage was formally managed on a local
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level. Since my time in Pohnpei was brief, I will only present a short description of the
state before moving on to a more in-depth description of Yap.
Pohnpei has a land area of over 130 square miles and in 2010 a population of just
under 36,000 residents (Office of Statistics, Budget and Economic Management, Overseas
Development Assistance and Compact Management 2016). It is also very diverse and
includes its customary village structure as well as other enclave communities of residents
from other islands throughout the FSM. A further feature is the governing system that
includes both a democratic Western model and a traditional chiefly socio-political
organization. Notable for this study is how this complex leadership environment can at
times pose difficulties for cultural heritage preservation efforts. During the few months
I was stationed in Pohnpei, for instance, one of the main hurdles I observed in the
development of a management plan for the proposed UNESCO World Heritage site at
Nan Madol was the distrust reported to be present between the then Governor of Pohnpei
and the high chief (Nanmarki) of the Madolenihmw district where the site is located. In
this case, the World Heritage proposal was suspected by some I spoke with to be a means
with which to assert control over land and resources.

YAP STATE—THE PRIMARY FIELDSITE
According to the 2010 Census, Yap State has 11,377 residents in total, which
includes 7,370 residents from the Main Islands and 4,007 residents from Yap’s many
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Outer Islands (OI). There are a total of 10 municipalities on the four Main Islands of Yap,1
and over a dozen populated Outer Islands that have been divided into five administrative
precincts of various sizes. Because they are culturally and linguistically distinct, it needs
to be pointed out that my study will focus primarily on the cultural heritage process on
the Main Islands of Yap. Unfortunately, my job duties did not take me to any of the Outer
Islands (though I was able to visit Ngulu once on my spare time). I did have the
opportunity to work and interact with many OI residents that live on Yap’s Main Islands
and I became very close with several from whom I was able to learn much about their
islands and cultures. My participant observation data from Yap, though, is necessarily
limited to fieldwork on Yap’s Main Islands exclusively. I will present more on selection
of interview participants in a later section where I detail further the justification for not
attempting to expand the scope of my research to include the views, values and practices
of cultural heritage on Yap’s Outer Islands. For now, it should remain clear that my study
does not intend to be considered an investigation of cultural heritage processes of the
entire state of Yap, but rather that of Yap’s Main Islands only. Admittedly, this does lead
to difficulty in my writing here whenever I mention “Yap” or “Yapese” without
indicating that I am referring only to the Main Islands and its native population.
Hopefully this clarification will suffice and when needed I will take care to reiterate this
point.

Together, this tight group of four islands makes up what is commonly referred to as “Yap proper”. I prefer
instead to use the term ‘Yap’s Main Islands”. This is because of conversations I had with Outer Islanders
who jokingly wondered if this term meant that Main Islanders were somehow more “proper” than themselves.
1
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It is estimated that approximately 2000 years ago the first migrations of seafaring
Austronesian settlers arrived on Yap (Carson 2013:36).

The high number of stone

platforms and foundations that mark prehistoric village sites throughout the Main
Islands have suggested that at one point in Yap’s ancient past the Main Islands had a
dense population of residents with estimates ranging as high as 50,000 people (Hunt et
al. 1949). Others suggest that it peaked around 30,000 (Schneider 1956; Labby 1976b) and
Hunter-Anderson (1984) revises Yap’s maximum pre-contact population even lower to
26,240 people. The archaeological evidence suggests then that Yap had somewhere
between three and six times as many people than today at one point. Interestingly, when
one considers Yapese Main Island cultural heritage today, it is fairly easy to see how
many customs, protocols and traditions could have developed at a time when the land’s
resources were stressed. As Lingenfelter states:
The culture had adapted itself to this condition of intensive population, and
was organized politically and socially to operate with a large population
base. (Present social values reflect these past conditions in which resources were
extremely scarce and competition to obtain them intense.) Suddenly, however,
the population base of Yapese social and political organization collapsed as
epidemics and wars wiped out thousands of people in a relatively short
period of time. By 1900 the Yapese numbered a little over 7,400, by 1946
only 2,582.
[1975:16, emphasis added]
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Yap’s contemporary population is thus closer to that of 1900 and Figure 1 below provides
a basic map of Yap’s Main Islands and also gives details of how today’s population is
dispersed on the Main Islands.

FIGURE 1: BASIC MAP OF YAP'S MAIN ISLANDS (INCLUDING MUNICIPAL POPULATIONS).
(OFFICE OF STATISTICS, BUDGET AND ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT, OVERSEAS DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE AND COMPACT MANAGEMENT 2016)
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Figure 2 presents an adapted USGS map of Yap’s Main Islands, highlighting the two
villages I lived in as well as the State capital of Colonia here the HPO office is located.

FIGURE 2: USGS MAP OF YAP MAIN ISLANDS, ADAPTED TO SHOW VILLAGES OF RESIDENCE AND
HPO LOCATION
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It is worth noting that as the administrative and financial center of the State, as
well as the location where most expats and tourists are found, Colonia presents a very
different environment than the rest of Yap. It is a liminal space where tradition and
modernity converge and the structures and protocols of village life are temporarily set
aside. Indeed, as I was often told, Yapese customarily did not travel outside of their home
villages unless there was good reason to do so. Colonia has therefore become a space
where all Yapese can come and interact regardless of the traditional protocols defined by
status and rank which are subdued in the capital. There is a mix of American, Philippine,
Chinese, Palauan, Fijian and other foreign groups who live within or close by, along with
several communities of Outer Island Yapese people who either live in or near Colonia or
in one of a few village communities set aside for them on available land elsewhere,
primarily in the municipalities of Tomil and Gagil.
Centrally located within Colonia is the Yap State Living History Museum which
hosts the State’s cultural festivals and was built to resemble a traditional Yapese village
with several local structures, stone platforms, numerous pieces of stone money and
backrests as well dancing grounds.

The capital is also home to the State’s many

administrative offices, one library, two larger grocery stores (with several smaller corner
stores as well), two banks, four hotels, several restaurants, two or three hardware stores,
three car rental and sales offices, several churches,2 a few auto and boat repair shops, and

2

While the Catholic church and school in Colonia is the largest, there are several others competing for Yapese
members. Baptist, Seventh Day Adventist, Mormon and even a Bahai center can all be found on Yap’s small
islands.
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a couple of small shopping market centers containing small boutiques that sell clothing,
tourist items, office supplies and other goods and services such as DVD movie rentals.
There is also the vital port facility within the town where several times a month container
ships arrive to resupply the islands’ stores with imported goods and deliver fuel and
other important items such as used cars from Japan, construction supplies and materials
needed to maintain Yap State’s infrastructure. Additionally, the port services a large
government subsidized passenger vessel that travels to Yap’s Outer Islands several times
a year, delivering needed resources to the islands and providing Outer Island residents
the opportunity to travel back and forth to the Main Islands for a fairly reasonable rate
(Figure 3).

FIGURE 3: THE HAPILMOHOL DOCKED IN COLONIA. (PHOTO REPRODUCED WITH PERMISSION GIVEN BY BRAD
HOLLAND)
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One main paved road circles around the center of the island and connects to two
further paved roads that extend to the northern and southern points of the archipelago.
Numerous smaller dirt roads connect villages, as do several of Yap’s famed stone walking
paths. Yap’s airport is a few miles south of Colonia along the southern route and services
United Airlines’ two flights per-week schedule to and from Yap. Visitors to Yap mainly
consist of diving tourists and those arriving for government or private business matters.
There is also one smaller charter plane at the airport that flies to the outer islands of Ulithi,
Fais and Woleai (depending on the condition of their small airfields). There is one public
and a couple private secondary schools on the islands with separate public elementary
schools in most municipalities. There is also one hospital just north of Colonia that
provides basic services to all (residents must fly off island to Guam, Hawaii or the
Philippines for major medical procedures). Yap has one government run radio station
and another that is privately operated by the Baptist church. There is no local television
station, but there is the FSM Telecommunications Corporation which provides all four
FSM states cable television, land and cell phone services, and internet. Most households
throughout Yap cannot afford cable services or internet and instead rely on rented DVD’s
or bootlegged digital copies of movies and shows that are downloaded and circulated
around the islands to be viewed on laptops.
While perhaps the driest state in the FSM, Yap’s tropical climate does have
seasonal rainfall that can often be heavy during mostly the summer months. It is also
vulnerable to powerful tropical cyclones that can be especially devastating to its low32

lying Outer Islands. During my two years on the island, several major typhoons swept
through and severely impacted Ulithi and Ngulu and came just a few miles from directly
impacting Yap’s Main Islands at least three times. Just a few months after I left the field,
the very powerful Super Typhoon Maysak devastated Ulithi with winds nearing 150mph.
The worst in recent memory to hit Yap’s Main Islands was 2004’s Typhoon Sudal which
was less powerful than Maysak but still destroyed or damaged almost every structure
and left the islands without power for months.
The Main Islands are circled by a fringing outer reef that thankfully provides
limited protection from storm-surge impacts. Yet the state’s location in the Western
Pacific places it within an area that sees frequent powerful typhoons that locals say are
getting stronger and developing outside the normal seasonal windows of the past.
Peterson (2009) has written of how Micronesian societies have developed adaptive
cultural structures that help them deal with their environmental vulnerability. Perhaps
these elements of their cultural heritage have factored into reasons why there was such
little loss of life with Sudal or Maysak. They may also help explain the resiliency Yapese
demonstrate as they rebuild their lives and move on. As will be discussed in Chapter 8,
one aspect of Yapese cultural heritage that becomes apparent is remembering through
Yapese dances the suffering they have endured in the past and the strength they have to
survive and rebuild their lives afterward. Illustrating this was the creation of a dance
memorializing Typhoon Sudal and its aftermath that continues to be taught and
performed on the Main Islands.
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THE PRODUCTIVE, POLITICAL AND SOCIAL POWER OF LAND
I do not have space here to fully unpack the complexities of how Yapese cultural
logics of land are woven so tightly into their social and political organization 3 , but
because it is so central to Yapese life, land is also fundamentally tied to their views and
values of cultural heritage and should thus be sufficiently introduced here. While it may
be changing some today, nothing is still more important than land on Yap. When
populations were much higher, resources were much more limited on the islands and
Yapese society most likely integrated its fundamental focus on land and its productive
power into the complex patterns of relations and sociopolitical organization that still
persist in many ways today. As Egan states, “Land sustains life. Irrigated taro patches,
well-tended yam gardens, and groves of coconut, betel, and breadfruit trees have long
provided the people…with the means of their subsistence” (2004:22). It is true that
imported foods such as chicken, canned meats, rice, flour, sugar and even turkey-tails
have become widely consumed on Yap. Yet local foods and fish still figure heavily in the
lives of most Yapese I knew4. But as Egan further states “land, for Yapese, is far more
than a vitally important material resource. Land also possesses special imaginary and
symbolic power that makes it a central source of personal identity and social hierarchy.
Individuals are born with ties to fellow members of their respective matriclans, but to

3

For thorough attention to this see Schneider (1949), Lingenfelter (1975), Labby (1976b) and Egan (2004).

4

And perhaps the central place land holds in their lives will help Yapese to maintain a diet that includes a
good bit of their healthier local options.
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become a fully social person, each needs to develop ties to land” (2004:22). Yapese cultural
heritage is strongly woven through these ties to land.
Today on “approximately 38.6 square miles [that form] a chain 16 miles in length
and from 1 to 6 miles in width” (Lingenfelter 1975:7), there remain over 120 discrete
villages, but some have very few if any residents remaining to represent ancestral estates.
Ancestral landed estates in Yap are known as tabinaw. The complex symbolic polysemy
associated with the term “tabinaw” extends from land to people as it also designates the
estate’s household members (Lingenfelter 1975). The most significant areas found within
the tabinaw (for simplicity, my usage of “tabinaw” will always refer to the landed estate)
are the daef, “the stone platform[s] upon which rests the central dwelling of the estate
head” (Egan 2004:23). And as Marksbury clarifies, a tabinaw is not simply a parcel of
land, but a “collection of parcels of land associated with a” daef (1975:49). Each of these
parcels have their own productive and social value for the tabinaw and often several
parcels such as taro patches are found some distance away from other pieces of land
associated with the estate.
It is within the daef where the ancestral spirits of those who lived on the land before
reside. According to tradition it is these spirits “to whom the members of the group pray,
from whom children come, and after whom parents name children” (Lingenfelter
1975:25). Tabinaw and especially the daef are thus highly significant in Yap’s traditional
ranking system and are seats of power and authority. As Throop notes, “It cannot be
stressed enough that in Yap it is the land, and never the individual(s) associated with the
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land, that is imbued with rank, position, and authority. It is the land, as a material
accretion of particular histories of labor-based exchange between successive generations
who each once held title to that land, which is recognized as the source of power and
authority” (2010:43). For this reason, numerous Yapese made clear to me that chiefs
(representatives of high ranking estates) do not have any power themselves and are
simply the lung or “voice” of the land.
Lingenfelter’s (1975) ethnography provides the most comprehensive outline of
Yapese social and political organization which, again, is extremely complex and not
possible to fully detail here. Risking oversimplification then, Yapese land is inherited
through a patrilineal system where “membership in the estate group for males is
determined through their names, which are selected from a pool of ancestral names”
(Lingenfelter 1975:25). Since these names are specific to the estates, the names passed on
to the sons also pass on the titles associated with that particular estate once the father
dies. Because of their direct, unique ties to specific estates, Yapese names are thus
symbols of rank and conspicuous indicators of an individual’s identity.5 These names are
not given out immediately at birth and the naming process is a very significant
responsibility of the mafen, a group of clan relatives of the person who holds title to the
estate (this may be the father in most cases, but also has become an important duty of the
father’s sisters or mothers as well). The names do not automatically mean the title of

5

As I mention later, this is one of the main reasons I chose not to use fake Yapese names as pseudonyms for
my participants.
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estates will pass to the individual, however, since they must show through labor and
conduct that they are indeed worthy. Names and titles that come with them can also be
taken away in extreme cases. If children do not take care of their parents in their later
years before death, for instance, the father can instead pass the title on to a non-relative
who did.

These actions are reportedly very rare, but the fact that they are possible

demonstrate some limited social mobility with the system.
Women belong to the estates they are born into but they eventually marry into
their husband’s estate. Previously understood as a dual descent system, Labby’s analysis
(1976b) interprets Yapese kinship slightly differently to be a “social system arising from
ongoing histories of transactions between successive exogamous matrilineal clans
negotiating rights to landed estates through an exchange of service, labor, respect, and
care” (Throop 2010:42). Everyone is born into their mother’s clan (over a dozen clans
exist) and “Clan membership formed a basic part of each person’s social identity and
indicated which historic group he or she was a part of” (Labby 1976:15). The exogamous
flow of clan members through tabinaw has meant that “People of one clan establish
themselves as part of particular estate in one generation, only to pass the estate on to
people of other clans in the next generation, even as their own clan progeny have left and
found land elsewhere” (Egan 2004:25).
These strict rules of inheritance that define relationships between matriclans and
the tabinaw—the vessels of power and authority—are also configured within the complex
constellation of estate rankings and the hierarchal networks linking villages and people
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throughout the islands. The ranking of estates, and by extension the villages and people
associated with them, has led many to commonly refer to the Yapese system as a “caste”
system. Agreeing with Egan (1998) and Throop (2010), I feel that this designation is a
misleading simplification of the Yapese social organization given, for one, how much it
differs from the oppressive nature of India’s traditional caste system (one way is, as
mentioned, title and status can sometimes be achieved through merit).

Regardless of

what we call it, the Yapese do traditionally have a very defined hierarchy that cannot be
fully described here. Risking further oversimplification, though, Lingenfelter (1975)
points out that Yapese society is broadly divided into high and low “castes”—pilung
(landed class) and pimilngay (landless class) respectively. Each of these has ranked
positions within them as well, with landless serfs at the bottom of the pimilngay “caste”
and high chiefs at the top within the pilung. The island-wide hierarchy also includes three
paramount estates (the three with the highest ranking daef) and defined affiliations to
various lower ranking villages for each. Within this exists a further division between
villages into one of two “political” affiliations known as bulche and ulun.
Strict rules customarily govern the interactions between the differently ranked
villages as well as the two “political” groups. These protocols, as with those that govern
gender relations, are mediated through a symbolic categorization of the world into
several binary associations with the sacred (tabugul) and profane (taqay) binaries
seemingly being paramount (Lingenfelter 1975). High villages, for example, are tabugul
and low ones taqay. Men are tabugul and women are taqay. Yet these categories are also
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fluid in a way since, for example, a taqay village could also be tabugul relative to a lower
ranked village (Marksbury 1975). Many more examples can be given, but the important
point to make is that Yapese social stratification is symbolically rooted in strict protocols
for individuals in how they differentially relate to other people and the tabinaw they
represent. Authority, responsibility and obligations are sacredly inscribed into the land
this way and are represented in individuals acting on the land’s behalf (and the ancestral
spirits of that land). Social stratification can thus be seen to be the product of the defined
set of sacred roles encoded into each parcel of land over generations. Egan (2004:34)
astutely describes an important significance of the binary system of symbolic associations
in the following passage:
The fundamental symbolic opposition of male and female has its source in
the way that Yapese imagine clan origins, and it is here that we find the
underlying imaginary force that provides the basis of Yapese hierarchy.
Women are landless and low, while men, as husbands of women, are
landed and high. Female is clan; male is land. Female is the raw,
uncontrolled power of procreation; male is the established order of
hierarchical relations through which female procreative power is
harnessed. But men are also the sons of women, who inherit the legacy of
mother's labor. Men therefore always owe something to women, that being
the labor of their mothers (both in the womb and out) that is their sourceand that power is kept by the sister, who brings it to new land.
Under this system, Yapese are subservient to the land. Land sustains life through
its bounty and indeed gives life by symbolically providing the ground within which
women “plant” their children into so that their offspring can become part of their
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husband’s tabinaw (Throop 2010:47). The men symbolically represent the land both
through being the vessels of the land’s (and the spirit ancestors’) authority and through
embodying the land’s role as father to the children. Throop (2010:47-48) describes the
symbolic role and importance of women as mothers in this system this way:
By working the land, planting and cultivating taro, and giving birth to
children who learn through their example to work and care for the land, a
mother is the person whose very planning, deliberation, and forethought
transforms the land itself. This transformation literally occurs in terms of
physical alterations produced in the land through its cultivation. More
figuratively it takes place in terms of the transition of differing peoples and
clans over the land, a process that is enacted through the successive
anchoring of new generations of children to that land.

These are

simultaneously physical and historical transformations to the land that are
mediated by the embodied forms of suffering and sacrifice of women who
come to plant or anchor their children in a particular place.

To summarize, the fundamental core of all social life has been land and a system
that encodes labor and sacrifice into its productivity. In a society that once faced
incredible competition over resources, the traditional Yapese Main Island political
organization and belief system were arguably shaped in many ways by these values. The
result is a strict, complex system of protocols that is incredibly hard for outsiders to grasp
(and one that my brief description here surely fails to properly present). Despite its
complexity, it was my observation that it is also a system that is deeply understood,
valued and lived by many Yapese still today. The Yapese culture is well-known to be
40

very conservative. As I will consider later, I maintain that this conservatism is in many
ways a product of the fundamental significance of land that is woven into all facets of
Yapese life. I further maintain that the value locals place upon preserving Yapese cultural
heritage is ultimately tied to the value of preserving their shared heritage with the land.
THE EXHIBITION TRAVEL GROUP
Any consideration of present day Yap must also include a discussion of the
proposed large-scale Chinese tourism development project underway with the
Exhibition Travel Group (ETG).

The ETG project is an incredibly significant

contemporary issue on Yap that has polarized the state and remains a great source of
conflict and uncertainty for Yapese citizens. It is beyond the scope of this study to present
the full details of the project and how it has divided the island (and, indeed, its secretive
nature makes it near impossible to research), yet with any serious examination of Yap
today, ETG’s project presents itself as the proverbial elephant in the room which cannot
be avoided.
In short, the ETG project has been in development for several years and most of
its details are largely shrouded in mystery due to a lack of transparency from both
developers and state officials involved in negotiations over the highly controversial
plans.6 What has been documented on the issue comes from a few news sources outside

6

Unfortunately, very little scholarly attention has been devoted to the ongoing project despite its enormous
potential to impact the island in so many ways.
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of Yap and the brief attention given by observers such as former FSM archaeologist Adam
Thompson who reports that ETG’s initial plans included building “a 20,000-room hotel,
along with a convention center, shopping mall, and golf course on the island” (2013:1).
For many concerned Yapese and other non-Yapese observers I knew, the scale of this
development has been shocking given the size of the island, its ecological vulnerability,
and its conservative culture which has long resisted foreign encroachment and the
acculturating forces of “modernity.” The controversy has divided families, villages and
the government and has figured heavily into recent state elections where a pro-ETG
candidate for governor won the vote. It has also taken its toll on the authority of
traditional leaders who have been caught up in the controversy and accused by many as
being supportive of the project.
An opposition group known as the Concerned Citizens Group also formed and
presents the most organized and effective mode of resistance to ETG by holding several
public hearings and meetings with the state’s legislature to explore legal options in its
battle against the development.7 Vocal resistance and contestations are, however, largely
muted in daily interactions among Yapese due to the culture’s humble and respectful
style of discourse. Given the heated emotional discourse that can be heard in private and
informal discussions on the issue, it was indeed surprising how cordial the key players

While the make-up of the Yap State’s legislature has changed since the 2014 election, it has largely been
the state senators who have been opposing ETG’s plans. The state’s Executive Branch (including the present
and former Governors) has been the main proponent of ETG’s project and has the legal authority to negotiate
ETG’s investment agreement with the state.
7
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in the issue remained with each other in their public discourse and in daily interactions.
As told to me and presented elsewhere, living on Yap is “like being on a small boat in the
middle of the ocean with people you have to get along with” (Krause 2015a:59). The ETG
project, however, has arguably rocked the boat like no other controversy in recent
memory.
Besides a November 24, 2015 article on the Yap State News Brief describing a trip
to China by Yap’s Governor and his delegation where they reportedly met with ETG’s
chairman (Yap Governor, Delegation Return from Week-Long China Visit - November
24, 2015 2016)8, almost no updates on the project have been made available. Among the
most recent news communicated to me is that as of early 2016, ETG has secured enough
land leases9 to finally move forward with developing a smaller resort facility along the
coast in Fanif with hopes to persuade additional land owners to sign lease agreements in
the future. The latest information I received was that a land deals were indeed confirmed
in Wachelob for a 99-year lease of 20,000+ square yards of beachfront property for only
US$200,000 and another much larger lease was signed by land owners in the municipality
of Gagil near Makiy. This has led to legal contestations and ultimately has pitted several
of my friends against each. It is a terrible and sad situation. Since land on Yap cannot be

8

This came as surprise since it is widely known that ETG Chairman Deng Hong has been detained as part
the Chinese government’s widely publicized fight against corruption. If it is indeed true that Deng Hong has
been released, it has not been reported elsewhere online despite the large amount of attention that his arrest
gained in the Chinese media.
9

A copy of one land lease contract between ETG and a land holder that was circulating around the island
included an agreement that ETG would hold rights to the land for 99 years with a unilateral option to renew.
This was just one feature of the leases that has outraged opponents who feel land owners do not fully
understand the consequences of the contracts.
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owned by non-Yapese, the future of the project depends on ETG’s ability to convince
additional landowners to commit to agreements. For opponents of the development, the
recent news of ETG’s commitment to move forward despite the high level of resistance
does not bode well. It appears that a good friend whom has been a major actor pushing
for the project was correct when he told me that ETG is definitely coming soon to Yap10.

10

There is so much more that can and should be written about the significant events occurring in Yap today
with this project. I feel this issue deserves much more attention than I am able to provide here. The looming
inevitability of this large scale tourism investment on whatever scale it finally resembles provides a critical
case for more academic attention and scrutiny, as well as needed applied practice. As an applied practitioner
with a moral responsibility to my Yapese friends, I feel an obligation to assist in this regard in any way I can
in the future. I also feel obligated to request that others in my field consider assisting Yap in some way
during this critical juncture in their development.
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CHAPTER 3:
THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF CULTURAL HERITAGE
INTRODUCTION
As Erve Chambers argues, heritage “is a concept that on its surface appears to be
perfectly obvious in its meaning, but that begins to unravel before our eyes when we try
to associate it with any degree of particularity” (2006:1).

I could not agree more.

“Heritage” completely unraveled for me in the course of the study and, without spoiling
the conclusion, I will only say that my time in Yap did not help. But in reviewing the
literature we find that the concept of heritage seems to have had a more solid form at one
point before we academics stared at it too long. So it is helpful to begin this section
surveying cultural heritage literature with a look at the origins of what is meant by
“heritage” through an exploration of its early usages and articulations as a concept.
Following this historical overview of its development, heritage will then be unpacked by
illustrating its significance within the related domains of knowledge and practice that
deal with cultural heritage matters. Broadly speaking, these domains could be divided
between those with theoretical interests in the term and its usage and those with practical
interests in cultural heritage as an object to be catalogued, conserved, managed, and
protected.
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The theoretical focus on heritage within the literature derives largely from cultural
anthropologists who have become ever more critical of the term, its contested nature, and
its various connections to power. While academic archaeologists these last few decades
have embraced a more critical view of cultural heritage as well, professional
archaeologists and others involved with heritage management and protection (such as
UNESCO) have been implicated as representing what Laurajane Smith (2006) has termed
the “authorized heritage discourse” (AHD), or what Stuart Hall (2005) might simply label
“The Heritage.” This dominant heritage discourse and those approaches that provide a
critique will be presented in detail below. A reflection on the ethical and practical issues
surrounding representations, interpretations, and ownership of cultural heritage
resources will then follow, as will a presentation of the theoretical orientation that this
study employs in its ethnographic engagement with heritage on Yap’s Main Islands.

HERITAGE HISTORY
Especially when one considers the insights provided by Anderson (1983) and the
authors of Hobsbawm’s and Ranger’s (1983) famous volume, it is clear that the idea of
heritage and its power to shape collective identities in the present has been around for
some time. Harvey (2001), for instance, explains that heritage as an instrument for
supporting nationalism goes back at least to the 17th century in England and perhaps as
early as the 13th century in France. Cleere (1989:1) also argues that early heritage
management of archaeological resources emerged with the Swedish Royal Proclamation
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of 1666. Smith (2006:17-19) points out, however, that the modern understanding of the
term “heritage” developed mostly in Britain, France and Germany in the nineteenthcentury with the institutionalization of conservation efforts in such legislation as
England’s Ancient Monuments Protection Act of 1882. Along with similar measures taken
elsewhere in Europe, the trend toward providing legal protections for ancient
monuments and historically significant buildings and structures eventually spread to the
United States with the Antiquities Act of 1906. A key point to recognize is that in these
early years of a developing discourse on heritage and its management, the focus was
more often than not on protections for historic buildings and ancient monuments and
sites—particularly in Europe.
Early into the 20th century, more and more countries around the world adopted
their own historic preservation policies to protect their cultural resources. This was of
course a period that saw colonial expansion and global conflicts that resulted in the
destruction of a great deal of historic properties around the world. Calls for a united,
global agreement on the importance of protecting historic resources eventually
culminated with the adoption of the International Charter for the Conservation and
Restoration of Monuments and Sites, also known as the Venice Charter of 1964. The
Venice Charter of 1964 was the first of its kind to institutionalize the term “heritage,”
helping to establish an enduring conceptual understanding of the term with the following
statement:
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Imbued with a message from the past, the historic monuments of
generations of people remain to the present day as living witnesses of their
age-old traditions. People are becoming more and more conscious of the
unity of human values and regard ancient monuments as a common
heritage.

The common responsibility to safeguard them for future

generations is recognized. It is our duty to hand them on in the full richness
of their authenticity.
[1964 Venice Charter, quoted in Vecco 2010:322]
The Venice Charter ushered in an unprecedented level of international attention
to historic preservation culminating in numerous protection charters and instruments.
As Ahmed (2006:293) calculates, “To date, no fewer than 40 such documents exist both at
the international and national level; these have been initiated mainly by the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) and the
International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS)” (Ahmed 2006:293).
With the global efforts to protect and preserve the material past (from a mainly
Eurocentric preservation perspective), an increased reliance upon professional
archaeologists grew (Cleere 1989).

As their work shifted from more traditional,

academic-based research to more applied preservation practices, the emerging field of
archaeological heritage management found itself “confused and disoriented” as it was
“plunged headlong into routines that were laid down in a more leisurely age and
woefully inadequate to cope with the pressures of the later-20th century” (Cleere 1989:4).
As a result, a critical discourse reflexively questioning many aspects of applied practice
began to emerge from within the field of archaeology (Silverman 2011:2-3).
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In recent decades, cultural anthropologists have done much to unsettle longstanding views on heritage practice by emphasizing both the significance of intangible
heritage and exposing the hegemony of the dominant heritage discourse and practices.
The review below therefore includes a look at important archaeological developments
and their significance in shaping the discourses on heritage, but will be weighted more
toward the numerous directions and approaches cultural anthropologists have taken the
issue in the past few decades. It will proceed by first presenting the traditional views that
have dominated heritage discourse and follow with a more thorough discussion of where
the issue stands today through a survey of critiques and analyses that have challenged
the dominant heritage discourses of the past.

“TO PROTECT AND PRESERVE”—MAINSTREAM HERITAGE DISCOURSE
The dominant discourses on heritage have been shaped primarily by those who
have traditionally taken on the roles of identifying, protecting, and managing heritage.
This section presents a brief summary of prevalent heritage discourses as well as
approaches within the fields of applied archaeology and cultural resource management.
UNESCO’S WORLD HERITAGE AND INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE PROGRAMS
As stated above, the modern association and usage of the term “heritage” arguably
arose around the late 19th century with the spread of a conservation ethic that embraced
the concept as a signifier of the value in preserving elements of the material, humancreated past. With archaeologists, architects, and historians at the helm of conservation
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efforts, the Eurocentric endeavor to preserve and protect the inherited past became
internationally embraced with the emergence of UNESCO and ICOMOS. As Ahmed
notes, “UNESCO and ICOMOS have been in the forefront in defining common
terminology and scope of heritage since 1965” (2006:294). In fact, UNESCO’s role in in
shaping heritage discourse and practice began even earlier in 1956 with its 18th Convention
of the General Conference in New Delhi that recommended universal guidelines for
archeological excavations (Hermann 1989:34).
Following the Venice Charter, in 1972 UNESCO further expanded the discourse
toward heritage in its World Heritage Convention by including in its statements an
understanding that cultural heritage included “the monuments, the wholes and sites,
which are of ‘exceptional universal value from the point of view of history, art or science’”
(Vecco 2010:322). An important part of the 1972 Convention was also the establishment
of UNESCO’s acclaimed World Heritage List which has grown to include over a
thousand sites as of this writing (Centre 2016).
Numerous refinements and additions to the established heritage discourse by
UNESCO and other international organizations have also helped to establish and define
related categories such as “natural” and “architectural” heritage, among others (for a
concise review of the evolution of heritage concepts, see Ahmed [2006]). What is more
relevant in the present discussion on cultural heritage and anthropology, however, is the
move by these organizations to articulate policy towards “intangible” heritage. One of
the many critiques of UNESCO’s approach has been its position of a “universal
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significance” of “outstanding examples” for the heritage sites it includes. Observers have
been critical of this approach by pointing out that it projects Western value-systems into
non-Western contexts and often discounts the value placed on intangible cultural
heritage in the process. In turn, “Following issues raised by a range of non-Western
delegates at UNESCO sponsored meetings, and a questionnaire sent out to Member
States in 1979, UNESCO initiated a sequence of measures to address the safeguarding of
intangible heritage” (Smith 2006:106).

The result of these measures led to two

developments that helped to incorporate non-material cultural heritage into UNESCO’s
efforts. The first program initiated in 1993 was the Living Human Treasures Programme.
This global initiative sought to identify “bearers of intangible cultural skills, techniques
and knowledge, and to provide opportunities for those bearers to practise their skills and
knowledge and to transmit it to younger generations” (Smith 2006:107). Following a few
years later, UNESCO introduced the Proclamation of Masterpieces of the Oral and
Intangible Heritage of Humanity which provided a wider scope of protections by looking
beyond the individual culture bearers by focusing on the preservation of actual elements
of intangible cultural heritage. This program effectively became the “advance guard of
the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage” (Logan et al. 2010:7)
which continues to be a significant international effort to identify and support traditions,
customs, skills, knowledge and many other valuable cultural resources around the world
that are at risk of disappearing. Importantly, it is in this convention that the concept of
intangible cultural heritage (ICH) first becomes defined as follows:
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The practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills—as well as
the instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated
therewith—that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals
recognize as part of their cultural heritage.

This intangible heritage,

transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by
communities and groups in response to their environment, their interaction
with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identity
and continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity and human
creativity. For the purposes of this Convention, consideration will be given
solely to such intangible cultural heritage as is compatible with existing
international human rights instruments, as well as with the requirements
of mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals, and of
sustainable development.
[UNESCO 2003:2]
Again, much of this work began as efforts to address concerns of non-Western
societies that were not offered the same protections since they, for the most part, lacked
the monumental structures or well-known historic sites valued from the Western
perspective. Techera (2011), for instance, makes this point in her discussion of the
difficulties of internationally directed heritage management in the Pacific where such
sites are rare. This shift in approaches surely tempered some criticisms of UNESCO’s
efforts.
UNESCO’s Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003)
provides several guidelines for safeguarding and the identification and inventorying of
intangible cultural heritage which the Convention states includes: “(a) oral traditions and
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expressions, including language as a vehicle of the intangible cultural heritage; (b)
performing arts; (c) social practices, rituals and festive events; (d) knowledge and
practices concerning nature and the universe; (e) traditional craftsmanship” (UNESCO
2003:2).

UNESCO’s guidelines for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage also

highlight the importance of educating the youth and other members of the community
on the importance of the traditions, as well as using “non-formal means of transmitting
knowledge” (UNESCO 2003:7) when necessary.
UNESCO’s discourse is helpful when it calls for “the widest possible participation
of communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals that create, maintain and
transmit such heritage and to involve them actively in its management” (UNESCO
2003:7). Participation and collaboration should be key elements in our practice and are
more likely to occur when practitioners establish deeper relationships and rapport within
the community, something that traditional ethnographic methods including full
immersion into the culture can provide. It should also be noted that in short, a goal of
UNESCO’s program is to assist State parties in ultimately nominating forms of their
intangible cultural heritage to one of three lists so that they can be globally recognized
and perhaps easier receive international assistance if needed. This is an important detail
of UNESCO’s discourse and I will present arguments later about how this agenda may
not always be the most prudent means of preservation for everyone. Before giving away
too much, I should add that my overall assessment of UNESCO’s program and the
organization’s assistance has been very favorable. They provided a level of flexibility
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and accommodation that facilitated the implementation of a program that was
ethnographically informed and uniquely tailored to best serve Yapese interests. Much
more will be presented in Chapter 6 on the specific details of the Yap State ICH Program
that was implemented as a first step in the FSM’s participation in this UNESCO initiative.
APPLIED ARCHAEOLOGY AND CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
The field of archaeology gained prominent status within the discourses on cultural
heritage due to a number of developments over the last century.

These included

globalization and the rapid environmental degradation that threatened ancient sites, as
well as the growing awareness that if archaeologists did not take control, then looting
and other destructive processes would destroy significant markers of heritage around the
world (Cleere 1989). This thus led to a sense of responsibility on the part of archaeologists
to protect the past because of its value in the present. Humans around the world, it was
thought, need to know their pasts in order to better recognize their present realities—
including who they are now. It is also understood that the past has an economic value as
well through tourism and other opportunities that can capitalize on heritage in various
ways (for a useful guide on how this can be done successfully, see McKercher and Du
Cros [2002]). In short, as Cleere argues, archaeological heritage management is necessary
because it “has an ideological basis in establishing cultural identity, linked with its
educational function, it has an economic basis in tourism, and it has an academic function
in safeguarding the database” (Cleere 1989:10).
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With the obligation of “safeguarding the database,” cultural resource management
(CRM) has also emerged as a significant sub-field of applied archaeological practice that
has a powerful role in shaping discourses on heritage. Because of the nature of the work,
CRM approaches deal with cultural heritage very differently than most others within the
discipline of anthropology (including more contemporary archaeological approaches).
This is partly because, unlike academic archaeology, with CRM there is the question of
who controls the archaeological process, and to what ends the work is being conducted.
With academic archaeology, handling and managing the remains of the past is done in
the name of science. With CRM, science can often take a back seat to public policy. The
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, for instance, “provided substantial
funding for archaeological work in advance of all Federally financed projects” (Cleere
1989:3-4) and led to the employment of scores of CRM archaeologists working for the
government. In turn, with such a broad base of practitioners, CRM has become a “process
through which the archaeological database is preserved and maintained, but also
ultimately defined for future research” (Smith 2004:1-2).
This process of professionalizing archaeological heritage in the service of State and
institutional interests was not without its critics. As Smith argues, applied archaeological
practice (such as with CRM) became a key element of what she termed an authorized
heritage discourse (AHD) which is a “self-referential discourse [that] simultaneously
draws on and naturalizes certain narratives and cultural and social experiences” and also
“privileges expert values and knowledge about the past and its material manifestations,
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and dominates and regulates professional heritage practices” everywhere (2006:4).
Under this view, traditional archaeological practice incorporates, and was incorporated
by, a “self-referentially” dominant narrative on how to study, identify, interpret, protect,
and (ultimately) re-present the past. In turn, cultural heritage discourse has been largely
defined and regulated through the procedures and methodologies of applied
practitioners who helped to generate the AHD.

CULTURAL HERITAGE RECONSIDERED—RECENT ANTHROPOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVES
Having briefly presented the dominant views on cultural heritage above, the
remainder of this section will now examine more recent approaches that have both
challenged the traditional discourse and taken it in new directions. As I will discuss,
heritage has been critically exposed on many levels. Within the last few decades, the
concept of heritage and its usage around the world has thus been contested on multiple
fronts in practice and theory. The following discussion of these new approaches will
proceed by looking first at the broader epistemological significance and viability of
heritage as an object of study. Next, consideration will be given to the role cultural
heritage has in shaping various levels of social identity. Then, several examples of the
ways anthropologists have explored the contestations to cultural heritage will be
presented. And finally, an examination of anthropological approaches to understanding
the implications of the commodification and presentation of cultural heritage—such as
with tourism and museums— will close the section.
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UNPACKING “HERITAGE”: THEORETICAL TOOLS
The history of the term “heritage” has been examined above and, as pointed out
in the opening, heritage has become a construct that is often uncritically assumed to have
an objective essence. Within the last few decades, however, this assumption has been
upended with the emergence of critical theoretical insights looking into the processes that
shape representations of history and the past and the ways these representations become
collectively naturalized and reified over time. The 1980s was a time when established
theoretical paradigms were being dismantled within the social sciences and, for the
disciplines of anthropology and history in particular, several seminal works stand out as
“game-changers” that challenged the epistemological issues surrounding objectivity and
representational authority. For one, there was Edward Said’s Orientalism (1979) that
exposed the discursive power of Western ideologies to create the “other,” thus forcing us
to question any and all representations as constructs that take form within systems of
domination. Shortly after Said, Benedict Anderson (1983) then published his highly
influential work that demonstrated the power of representations in constructing and
supporting national identities through the establishment of an objective sense of
“community.” Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) contemporaneously published their edited
volume which similarly destabilized history’s objectivity by pointing out its fluid,
constructed nature that repeatedly builds upon creative re-presentations of tradition.
Traditions (and, in part, history itself) were thus shown to be subjectively shaped by the
way the past is practiced in the present through “a process of formalization and
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ritualization, characterized by reference to the past, if only by imposing repetition”
(Hobsbawm 1983:4). Perhaps more than any others, these three works shepherded in a
more critical framework from which to examine heritage’s construction as a product of
narrative processes as well as cultural performances and expressions.
In addition to the three theoretical contributions above, David Lowenthal’s many
writings have also had an enormous impact on scholars interested in heritage and the
way the past is uncritically represented and understood. In essence, Lowenthal argues
that the past is gone and cannot be fully recovered: “From the past’s absence two doubts
ensue: that anything like the generally accepted past ever did exist; and if it did, that what
it was can ever be truly known” (1985:188). Yet the past does live in on in our minds and
Lowenthal’s arguments implicate the individual negotiations of the past those of us in
the West have learned to perform.11 Therefore, when he states, “The past is a foreign
country whose features are shaped by today’s predilections, its strangeness domesticated
by our own preservation of its vestiges” (1985:xvii), it follows that heritage preservation
is a practice that serves individual and group needs by shaping (domesticating) the past
in such a way to make the present more acceptable. This critical view of the past’s
function in the present is more clearly stated elsewhere when he argues:

Lowenthal is cautious in this regard: “Oriental and African views on the past and ideas of heritage are to
me virtual terrae incognitae, for which equivalent studies might reach radically different conclusions”
(Lowenthal 1985:xxvi).
11
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For historians the past grows ever more foreign. But the public at large
cannot bear so alien a past, and strenuously domesticates it. In popular
media, at historic sites and museums, human nature remains constant,
people unchanged from age to age.

Present-day aims and deeds are

imputed to folk of earlier times. Legends of origin and endurance, of
victory or calamity, project the present back, the past forward. Rather than
a foreign country, the past becomes our sanitized own.
[Lowenthal 2006:46]
With these critical theories above, one way scholarship on cultural heritage moved
forward was with an eye toward exposing the ways the dominant views on heritage
practice have been built upon the misguided assumption of heritage as an objective
reality. As Silverman notes, the trend became to recognize heritage as a much more
complex phenomenon: “A continuous stream of publications in the 1990s consolidated
the Kuhnian paradigm shift toward a socially engaged, politically aware study of the past
that regards heritage as contested, recognizes the role of power in the construction of
history, focuses on the production of identity, emphasizes representation and
performance, and preferentially analyzes formerly colonial states and societies and their
subaltern populations” (2011:5).

As the reader will conclude, my study validates

Silverman’s assessment in many ways by largely representing an example of this shift in
approaches.
Despite the apparent emergence of a new paradigm to studying heritage (at least
in the academy), there still seems to be little consensus on how the term “heritage” should
be defined or used. Some keep their definitions concise, yet open for interpretation.
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Harvey, for instance, has noted that heritage is still often defined simply by scholars as
“a contemporary product shaped from history” and argues that this is because “This
concise definition conveys that heritage is subjective and filtered with reference to the
present, whenever that ‘present’ actually is” (2001:327). Yet, as Smith (2006) would claim,
this association with the term still conveys heritage as a “product” even if it is fluid and
subjective. For Smith, “There is, really, no such thing as heritage” (2006:11, emphasis
added). Chambers also seconds this notion when he adds, “There is no objective sense
of heritage to be had” (2006:1). Indeed, Harvey too argues for challenging “the popular
convention of understanding heritage simply as a physical artefact or record, by
advocating an approach that treats heritage as a cultural process” (2001:336).
Kirshenblatt-Gimbett’s definition of heritage as “a mode of cultural production in the
present that has recourse to the past” (1998:7, emphasis added) thus represents the trend
within the academy to see heritage through this processual lens.
The processual view of heritage pervades the arguments of Laurajane Smith who
stands as a leading voice in the emerging field of critical heritage studies. In one of her
more recent writings, she attempts to explain why heritage is indeed not a thing, but
instead “the processes of meaning making that occur as heritage places or events are
identified, defined, managed, exhibited and visited or watched” (Smith 2015:140). She
continues:
Heritage can be usefully understood as a subjective political negotiation of
identity, place and memory, that is it is a ‘moment’ or a process of re/
constructing and negotiating cultural and social values and meanings. It is
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a process, or indeed a performance, in which we identify the values,
memories and cultural and social meanings that help us make sense of the
present, our identities and sense of physical and social place. Heritage is a
process of negotiating historical and cultural meanings and values that
occur around the decisions we make to preserve, or not, certain physical
places or objects or intangible events and the way these are then managed,
exhibited or performed.
[Smith 2015:140-141]
Going into my research, I found myself considering all these different ways to
define heritage and trying to figure out where I stood on this debate. I tend to agree most
with those that define it as Jackson does when she states heritage is “anything a
community, nation, a stakeholder, or a family wants to save, make active, and continue
in the present” (2012:23). I find value in associating heritage with something I can wrap
my mind around easier. Jackson’s definition allows this. As my study will also show,
however, the etic meanings we are struggling with became even further complicated for
me with the analysis of what heritage means for Yapese. I have therefore come to define
heritage as anything a stakeholder group identifies as being a valuable shared element of
their active lives that they do not want to see disappear, including for some the very
processes that work to maintain their way of life or culture. Understood this way,
heritage is not a process of “negotiating historical and cultural meanings and values” as
Smith sees it above, but it can be a process in the sense of being a recognized way of being
within a culture. In this sense, I argue that some groups can identify their heritage as
their culture and that for them, cultural heritage preservation is simply cultural
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preservation which Jackson defines as “the act or activity of sustaining living
communities or creating an environment for communities to sustain living cultural
practices and traditions in a manner they deem appropriate and representative of their
interests” (2012:36).
CULTURAL HERITAGE AND IDENTITY
While Lowenthal rightly states that heritage “is widely viewed as a precious and
irreplaceable resource, essential to personal and collective identity and necessary for selfrespect” (2005:81), heritage has also been viewed critically as being essential to promoting
and supporting national identities where “the ‘nation’ is symbolically and imaginatively
constituted as a real entity” (Smith 2006:48-49). Shepherd’s (2009) work in China, for
example, examines this process by illustrating how diverse identities can be subsumed
into one, dominant, nationally supported representation. And in Mexico there is an
ongoing process of contestation over which cultural heritage represents the nation mestizo or indigenous (van der Aa 2005).
An important element of the way nationhood is “constituted as a reality” is the
means of relying upon ties with tangible evidence from a collective past and being able
to connect identities to space and place at heritage sites. This is especially so where “the
monumental, the grand, rare or aesthetically impressive is most often identified as being
quintessentially representative of national identity” (Smith 2006:49). Pyramids certainly
fit these criteria and Galaty’s (2011) interesting examination of the mysterious (and
controversial) “Pyramids of Bosnia” provides one example of how heritage can valorize
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an imagined past to promote a national identity through associations with monumental
and grand sites. Similarly, Gable (2008) argues that heritage presentation in Thomas
Jefferson’s Monticello Estate (which is “monumental” and “grand” as well) attempts to
communicate a more diverse and inclusive reality about the past yet falls short and
effectively re-presents the dominant narrative of national identity where racial
hierarchies are naturalized
Along with exposing how processes can support national identities, heritage
studies also explore how “heritage sites have become akin to ‘cathedrals of identity’—
centres of worship, pilgrimage, and self-exploration for diverse groups” (Adams
2005:433). In places all around the world, cultural heritage has become a more localized
resource for communities making identity claims in the face of the rapid acculturation
due to global flows of people and information (Appadurai 1996). What has emerged in
heritage research has thus been a “much greater sense of conscious agency in the
expression of identity than is found in the literature that has focused on the nationalizing
uses of heritage” (Smith 2006:50).
Because archaeologists and cultural anthropologists are in the business of representing the pasts and presents of living cultures, we have a responsibility to recognize
our roles within the fields of power at the places we work and how our practices and
representations figure into the politics of identity on every level. Kathleen Adams argues
for a more reflexive consideration of anthropology’s role in identity formations with our
heritage practice when she states, “Our traditional task as chroniclers of culture makes
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us inadvertent ‘amplifiers of identity,’ for our writings challenging or reifying particular
narratives associated with these sites have the potential to be read not only by local
stakeholders but also by visiting tourists and representatives from granting agencies
involved with these sites” (2005:434). Class, ethnic, and religious identities can all be
“amplified” through heritage practices, becoming more objective in the minds of those
being represented as well as others who construct their understandings of the sites and
people through our works. Recent theoretical trends in archaeology, such as postprocessual archaeology and critical archaeology have been more receptive to these
concerns and ask “questions of people’s identity, their subjectivity, [and] how they come
to be subject to powers beyond them” (Shanks 2009:140). One of the critiques of these
new approaches, however, is that they may be too relativistic; in other words, they can
lack scientific rigor through their privileging of subjectivity. They can also be seen as
politically biased with positions that most often advocate for marginalized groups (Smith
2004:47). It seems to me, however, that it is our responsibility to use our skills and
methodologies as ethnographers to descriptively identify fields of power that are always
configured to benefit certain groups over others.
CONTESTING CULTURAL HERITAGE
Along with the significance of the adoption of NAGPRA in 1990, Silverman (2011)
notes attention to contested cultural heritage greatly increased in the 1990s when “two
dramatic cases rocked the American archaeological world” (2011:5). First, there was the
case in 1991 of the discovery of an African burial ground in Manhattan that exposed the
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unethical practices of federally managed archaeological teams. The second was five years
later in Washington state where anthropologists and Native American groups fought
over the rights to the ancient remains of the infamous Kennewick Man whom they
identified as an ancestor; something not all scientists were ready to accept given the
data12. Both of these highly publicized contestations involved disenfranchised groups
who were battling to gain control and ownership over their own cultural heritage. They
also highlighted the powerful forces at work that can selectively dictate how the past is
used in the present. Importantly, though, along with sharpening critiques against
hegemonic heritage practices, they illustrate the power of marginalized groups to
effectively challenge the dominant discourses imposed upon them.
Trouillot points out that “the production of historical narratives involves the
uneven contribution of competing groups and individuals who have unequal access to
the means of such production” (1995:xix). What occurs, therefore, is a competition over
access to the production of history where the winners effectively silence the histories of
the losers. When histories are silenced, cultural heritage is as well. Several studies
demonstrate, however, that suppressed histories are emerging as marginalized
populations are finding new ways to contest dominant narratives as part of their heritage
process. A good example of this is Jackson’s important applied cultural heritage work
with local descendants that has helped their communities reconstruct a more
comprehensive and complete account of early American history at postbellum plantation

12

For more on this controversy, one may consult Owsley and Jantz (2014).
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sites in the South (2001, 2008, 2011). Jackson (2009) has also led numerous projects
helping to support innovative local collaborations of heritage preservation in the
disenfranchised community of Sulphur Springs, Florida where the histories and legacies
of African Americans in the area have largely laid silent. One of the stated goals of this
“Anthropology of Segregated Spaces” (Jackson 2010) is “to fill in gaps in the public
record—creating a comprehensive ethnographic and ethno-historical profile of the
community which can be used for creating tourist brochures, museum and heritage
exhibits, and multi-media materials for educational purposes” (Jackson 2009:6).
Yelvington et al. (2002), have also written on similar issues with their account of the
efforts within an African American community to challenge the representations of an 18thcentury sailing vessel that valorized the “invented tradition” of Tampa, Florida’s pirate
heritage, thereby silencing the ship’s more significant legacy as a slaver. Exploring a
related issue, Handler and Gable (1997) report on the Colonial Williamsburg heritage site
and its struggles with memorializing the nation’s historic colonial period while at the
same time acknowledging its role with slavery.
In Flores’s (2002) examination of the heritage representations at the Alamo, he
states that, “The silence of history leads to power; the silence of memory creates cultural
meaning” (2002:21). Informed by Nora’s (1989) interesting insights on the ways that
remembering and memories are more connected to sites, whereas events work more to
produce history, Flores’s ethnography illustrates how both processes can converge to
produce a highly contested version of the past, yet one interpreted with an enduring
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sense of “factuality” despite evidence otherwise. In this case, “remembering the Alamo”
is a discursive practice that requires forgetting how Mexican stakeholders remember it.
Memory is silenced, and so therefore is Mexican cultural heritage.
Battles over representations of cultural heritage can also lead to the destruction of
important sites, or even violent conflict between stakeholders. A salient example today
of these more forceful resistances to cultural heritage is the ongoing actions of Islamic
militants in Syria looting and destroying so much of the region’s ancient heritage, much
like was done in Mali a few years ago when ancient Sufi sites in Timbuktu were destroyed
in order to silence a past in the name of religious orthodoxy (Fletcher 2012). For separate
reasons, violent resistance to state-run cultural heritage management has also led to
bloodshed in Egypt where an established community was forcibly removed from an
ancient site by the Egyptian government (Meskell 2005).

Silverman argues that

contestations against the government’s actions such as this to promote its ancient heritage
at the expense of the current population eventually culminated in tragedy in 1997 “when
58 foreign tourists were massacred at the Temple of Hatshepsut, just outside the valley
of the Kings,” thus exemplifying “the intersection of local, national, international, and
global interests in cultural heritage” and the major issues that can result (2011:20).
The tragedy in Egypt underscores the powerful role cultural heritage can play in
facilitating a nation’s agenda, even to the point of using heritage to support extreme
measures against its own people. Cases such as this also highlight the political and
economic significance of the past as heritage becomes a commodity at sites that are
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valued by tourists. The following section will thus examine anthropological scholarship
that explores intersections of cultural heritage and tourism.
CULTURAL HERITAGE ON DISPLAY
Within the anthropology of tourism, several strong theoretical traditions have
developed which have been useful for understanding phenomena associated with the
heritage process. First, there was Nash’s (1977) model that suggested a broader structural
view of tourism as a form of imperialism and was thus inspirational to those investigating
tourism through the lens of political economy. Next, there are those that to one degree
or another could also be considered variants of Marxist theory, as with the approaches of
Greenwood (1977) and MacCannell (1976) who explore the commodification of cultures
and notions of authenticity. And finally, we have postmodernist approaches such as
Urry’s (1990) that take a critical view of tourism and the hidden power structures
(manifested in “gazes”) that are at work during tourism encounters.
Nash’s Tourism as a Form of Imperialism (1977) was a groundbreaking analysis that
introduces a critical perspective of tourism by framing the activity in relation to the power
dynamics involved in tourism where “guests” are most often representatives of
developed Western regions that visit “hosts” in less powerful cultures on the periphery.
Nash’s critique aligns well with the then emergent political economy paradigm (Wolf
1982) at the time and because of this, remains a highly relevant precursor to tourism
studies that examine the economic and transnational political structures involved with
tourism, including those specifically dealing with tourism and cultural heritage. Smith’s
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(2006) view that the “authorized heritage discourse” (going forward, AHD) is a mode of
Western hegemony also derives from a focus on power dynamics within heritage
processes. She notes that discourses are “knowledges that are collected into different
disciplines [in Foucault’s sense here], and deal with the construction and representation
of knowledge” (Smith 2004:63). They are also the practices that authorize knowledge and
become authorized by it in return. The idea of a “World Heritage” where heritage sites
are valorized based on a sense of “outstanding universal value” is a good example of the
AHD’s power. It can critically be viewed as a hegemonic process that essentially
globalizes the same heritage practices and discourses that have been implicated in
supporting nationalistic narratives.13 The discursive field here also rises above all else by
becoming a global self-authorizing and self-referential statement of fact of whether a
heritage site is valuable or not.14
The hegemony of “World Heritage” has been examined in many studies that focus
on local or indigenous responses and interactions with the heritage process. Cases such
as Bille’s (2012) where he examines how the UNESCO inscription of Petra in Jordan led
to the displacement of a Bedouin community, or Ween’s (2012) where he similarly
implicates UNESCO’s heritage processes in Norway that are infringing upon indigenous

13

An interesting caveat to this critique can be found in Philp (2010) where it is argued that international
organizations such as UNESCO are needed to confront Burma’s military government that has been using
cultural heritage to support the practices of its oppressive regime.
As I will explain shortly, Smith’s theoretical focus on the causal power of language and discourse has been
productive, yet because it is based in a methodology known as critical discourse analysis (CDA), I feel it is
also open to critique.
14
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rights are recent critiques of the AHD Smith (2006) describes. Local strategies to mitigate
or resist the hegemony of external discourses on heritage have also been of interest in the
literature as well (e.g., Long 2000).
As a product that is consumed by both locals and outsiders, cultural heritage on
display is also caught up in the processes of commodification that shape its presentation
and the various outcomes of its production and consumption. Furthermore, because it
has become commodified, cultural heritage practices also struggle with claims of
authenticity that consumers of the past demand. Cultural commodification specifically
emerged as a productive focus for anthropologists (as well as tourism scholars more
generally) partly due to Davydd J. Greenwood’s Culture by the Pound: An Anthropological
Perspective on Tourism as Cultural Commoditization (1977). Short, but highly influential,
Greenwood’s recognition of the economic value of culture and how tourism could impact
the process of cultural construction and maintenance of a time honored public ritual (the
Alarde
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commodification in tourist settings, especially those dealing with cultural and heritage
tourism where “pressures for cultural objectification and commodification are indeed
often at work in contemporary heritage projects” (Clifford 2004:8). As Howard suggests,
“Something becomes heritage when it has a label” (2003:100). This is because in order to
be packaged and sold to consumers, heritage needs to become objectified (or “fossilized”
[Smith 2006]).

Critiques of the “heritage industry” (Hewison 1987) and others that see

commodification leading to the “Disneyfication” of heritage (e.g., Kennedy and
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Kingcome 1998) focus on this phenomenon and its implications. One of the implications
of this commodification is resistance to this process as in Bunten’s (2008) account of
cultural tourism in Alaska where Native Americans involved with the activity develop a
“commodified persona” and are able to take on the commodified image as an act of
resistance to the forces that work to objectify their heritage and identities.
The fossilization of cultural heritage with tourism also leads to contestations
because “all heritage is someone’s heritage and therefore logically not someone else’s”
(Ashworth and Tunbridge 1996:21). In effect then, all cultural heritage can be seen as
contested, presenting what Ashworth and Tunbridge (1996) call “dissonant heritage”
which, in the case of tourism and heritage sites, begs the question of “whose heritage”
(Yelvington et al. 2002; Hall 2009) it is that should be presented? The contestations
between groups that identify differently with heritage sites can thus expose the
dissonance experienced by those who feel they are not being represented correctly or at
all. Bruner’s (1996) interesting study at the site of Elmina Castle in Ghana where he
details the conflicting negotiations of meaning occurring between African American
visitors and local residents demonstrates how what may appear as a common cultural
heritage can be interpreted very differently due to complex historical processes. In an
earlier study, Bruner (1993) also highlights the conflicting versions of cultural heritage
between professional historians and those involved in reenacting Lincoln’s history in
New Salem, Illinois. Ultimately, it is clear that the multiple claims and contestations to
cultural heritage such as those in New Salem destabilize notions of authenticity as well.
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Dean MacCannell’s, The Tourist: A New Theory of the Leisure Class (1976) helped to
frame discussions on performances and authenticity with his “front stage” and “back
stage” analogies, but also drew on Marx’s notions of alienation to suggest that tourism
derives from a resistance to modernity in the West and a predisposition to escape to more
traditional and authentic experiences. Bunten’s (2008) insights on the “commodified
persona” above exemplifies MacCannell’s “front stage” metaphor and also shows how
such strategies can be acts of resistance to the fossilization of cultures that tourism is
implicated in creating. Miriam Kahn’s (2000) interesting work in Tahiti develops these
arguments further by suggesting that there is not always a clear duality between a
commodified, inauthentic culture and an authentic, traditional one in tourism spaces;
rather, “the thirdspace that emerges at the intersection of worldwide politics, mass
media, and local beliefs is where Tahitians…live their social life on a daily basis”
(2000:22). Along with these more nuanced views on the mediations of hosts dealing with
authenticity, Chambers (2009) also notes a shift in the views towards the tourists—a trend
that grants more credit to them (or agency) in freely interpreting representations of
culture and heritage. Instead of authenticity, tourists are now (and perhaps have always
been) more likely to have “a respect for significance (the varied and often competing
meanings of any particular tourism object representing the interests of different
stakeholders who have some kind of claim upon the object)” (Chambers 2009:355).
Newer understandings of host/guest encounters such as those Chambers
references see the dynamics involved as less structurally determinable and more fluid
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and semiotic. Many of these approaches have been influenced by postmodernist scholars
such as John Urry who claims that heritage is “past, dead, and safe…heritage is bogus
history” (1990:99).

The thesis of Urry’s, The Tourist Gaze: Leisure and Travel in

Contemporary Societies (1990), builds upon Foucault’s (1977) notions of the power of the
institutional “gaze” to control and regulate society by positing that the activity of tourism
is itself implicated in similar articulations of power. The dynamics between hosts and
guests, as well as other powerful groups involved with tourism marketing, development,
and planning includes a process whereby the “gaze” governs the performance and
representations of hosts in order to present what is interpreted as real, but is in fact
“bogus history.”15
While Smith’s (2006) overall critique of the AHD certainly evokes Foucault’s
notions on discourses of power as discussed throughout above, for many reasons
museums specifically have also been important sites in which to explore hidden forces at
work. Kahn argues that through the act of classification, “museums become institutions
of knowledge and technologies of power” (Kahn 1995:324). Kahn’s work in Tahiti on
both museums (1995) and tourist resorts (2011) also examines the process of heterotopia
(which she defines as “combinations of different places as though they were one”
[1995:324]) that “bewilders because it combines the imagined and the intangible…by
mixing elements from different places and times to appear as if they belong together”

For an interesting application of Foucault’s “disciplinary programme” concept to show how heritage can
be discursively transformed to history in rural France, see Hodges (2011).
15
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(2011:205). This “museum effect” (Alpers 1991), which Kahn (2011) transfers to tourist
spaces as well, demonstrates the semiotic processes at work with presenting cultural
heritage and also generates similar questions of authenticity and meaning-making.
Examinations such as Slater’s, for instance, illustrate how these representational
processes construct meaning and knowledge by deconstructing the ways exhibits of
cultural heritage “give a total representation of human reality and history, by an ordered
display of selected artefacts reflecting this reality” (2003:120 n2). Museums and displays
are thus tailored to appeal to tourist gazes, thereby preempting free and true
interpretation. This makes how heritage is presented just as important as the heritage
itself. In the end, museums make James Boon sad partly for these reasons, but also
because through the objectifying forces of classification and cataloguing, what is
presented is “Pillage pillaged, and sure to be pillaged again” (1991:258).16
The distinctions between heritage that is preserved and protected for display,
documentation, or study, and heritage that remains an elemental part of the daily lives
for stakeholders tied to it are not so easily apprehended. Chambers (2006) thus provides
a useful way for getting around this by thinking about heritage as being either “public
heritage” or “private heritage.” Public heritage primarily refers to the forms of heritage
that are identified (mostly by public agencies, organizations or institutions) as valuable

As will be presented later, Yap State’s Living History Museum provides an interesting case from which to
inspect theories such as these. The Yap Living History Museum re-presents elements of Yapese heritage that
are still alive today. Fundamental questions arise when we examine how displaying living cultural heritage
in an artificial setting for tourists may or may not be transforming heritage into history.
16
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for restoration or preservation since they “democratize and broaden our sense of the
past” by celebrating “the diversity of cultural themes and the diversity of natural things
and places” (Chambers 2006:2). Private heritage, on the other hand, “encourages us to
focus on the ways in which the past is dynamically linked to the present, with heritage
values identified and interpreted by community members rather than by outsiders”
(Chambers 2006:3). A meaningful distinction between these two forms of heritage that
will become clear in this study is that public heritage imparts a view that the past holds
value “because it is perceived (and presented) to be different from the present,” whereas
the concept of private heritage allows us to see “heritage not as lessons taught us by duly
recognized keepers of the past but as heritable obligations, responsibilities, and privileges
that are experienced and repeated in the culture of everyday life, generally in such a way
as to subsume the past in the present so thoroughly as to leave unrecognized any
significant differences between the two” (Chambers 2006:3).

HOW SHOULD HERITAGE BE MANAGED?
Given the many critiques toward the cultural heritage process so far presented, it
should be remembered that not only can cultural heritage be a mode of empowerment
for marginalized populations, but that through tourism it can also be a needed asset for
communities that may not have too many other options for economic development. And
as McKercher and du Cros (2009) argue, the potential for successful cultural heritage
preservation may indeed be dependent on cultural tourism. Yet with what is now
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understood about the heritage process, what can we say qualifies as successful cultural
heritage preservation? Does the economic sustainability of a heritage site indicate
success? With economically sustainable practices, after all, the goals of preserve, protect
and educate can be supported financially. The cultural heritage process in Yap, however,
illustrates that the economic sustainability of heritage sites is not as important to cultural
preservation as other factors. This is largely because the significance and value of
intangible cultural heritage on the islands far outweighs that of heritage sites. What will
be argued as more effective are cultural heritage preservation practices that thus rely
heavily upon approaches supporting the local activation of private heritage processes.
Local participation in the heritage process is a key means of ensuring that preservation
efforts are managed by those who negotiate their pasts in every moment of their daily
lives.
It is easy to argue that practitioners must always be mindful that ownership of the
cultural heritage process should ideally remain in the hands of those with the most at
stake. Yet this is made difficult when local cultural heritage practices, including policies
and procedures toward intangible heritage and historic preservation, are very often
defined and regulated by the dominant discourse. This can lead to emergent tensions
between the accepted heritage preservation model and local cultural patterns, especially
in non-Western locations. A specific concern in these cases, for instance, is how the
establishment of a World Heritage site can challenge and disrupt traditional land tenure
patterns. As Gillespie (2009) identifies with her work in Cambodia, the notion of
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ownership in such instances becomes bound-up in the narrative that heritage has
universal value to all and should therefore be protected.
Attending to issues such as land tenure and other ownership concerns, applied
cultural anthropologists can help by advocating for locally owned and managed heritage
projects that can organically re-produce and preserve tangible and intangible elements
that those with direct ties to them define as valuable and worth presenting. 17 This
involves helping local groups understand the merits of heritage preservation and the
methods and strategies that can be adopted in its management.

It also involves

facilitating dialogue among all stakeholders by understanding and communicating to
outsiders the values cultures place upon heritage preservation, as well as the diverse
culturally specific patterns concerning how the past is handled in the present. Ideally,
these sorts of practices could help to counter the hegemony of the AHD as King’s (2006)
study suggests where local Micronesian practices have actually helped to inform U.S.
policy on how decentralized, locally based heritage management can be effective. My
work in the FSM has provided experiences that illustrate King’s point and also highlight
major differences between the cultural heritage processes involved with managing
tangible sites such as those with World Heritage versus the protection and preservation
of intangible cultural heritage.

17

Of course, the Kennewick Man issue shows that direct ties to a past can be contested as well.
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James Clifford also reminds us that “In postindependence Vanuatu…
anthropology and archaeology were formally banned for a decade. Now research is
permitted only when host communities agree and when the foreign researcher
collaborates with a local ‘filwoka’ doing heritage work for the Vanuatu Cultural Centre”
(Clifford 2004:6). One reason why the moratorium on research was put in place was “that
kastom belongs to ni-Vanuatu and that this must be respected by outsiders” (Regenvanu
1999:98). This lesson should remind those of us working with cultural heritage that we
must be more collaborative and encourage participatory approaches that respect the
rights of those whose past is being used in the present. We should not do this out of fear
for being banished from our field-sites, but rather as recognition that cultural heritage
management can be just one more form of postcolonial subjugation that marginalized
cultures are forced to manage.

“PROJECTING THE PRESENT BACK, THE PAST FORWARD”
Hirsch and Stewart state that “Whereas ‘history’ isolates the past, historicity
focuses on the complex temporal nexus of past-present-future. Historicity, in our
formulation, concerns the ongoing social production of accounts of pasts and futures”
(2005:262). As an investigation of the cultural heritage process in Yap, this study is
certainly interested in historicity in this sense. What emerges from the data is evidence
of the “ongoing social production of accounts of pasts and futures” as well as how these
accounts are locally reconstituted within the postcolonial realities on the islands. In order
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to explore processes such as these further, it is helpful to consider some important
theoretical contributions of scholars from various related fields exploring the
intersections of the past, history, heritage and the power of representations.
To begin, the well-known works of Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) and Benedict
Anderson (1983) helped open the door to critiques of history by exposing the discursive
power inherent in the processes that produce histories and traditions. Prior to these
important works, Marshall Sahlins’ (1981) famous analysis of Captain Cook’s encounters
with Hawaiians led anthropological discourse down a parallel path “from a structural
anthropology that was not concerned with history to a historical anthropology” that
implicates cultural processes in the continual reshaping of history (Hermann 2011:2).
Michel-Rolph Trouillot’s (1995) important work further enhanced these critical
perspectives by demonstrating how history is a socially constructed narrative always
produced within fields of unequal power that privilege certain histories by silencing
others. And finally, one cannot forget the influence of Edward Said (1978) who so
effectively cleared the way for critiques of objectivity and constructed knowledge,
importantly including critical discourses on postcoloniality and the power of Western
constructions of others (e.g., Tuhiwai Smith 2012). With these theoretical developments
we are thus left with the realization that “the past grows ever more foreign” as we learn
more and more how we “project the present back, the past forward” (Lowenthal 2006:46).
Insights into the processes that shape the way we “project the present back, the
past forward” can be found in investigations of the Melanesian associations with the term
79

kastom that received abundant attention from Pacific scholars (e.g., Jolly 1982; Keesing
1982; Lindstrom 1982; and Tonkinson 1982). Around the same time as Hobsbawm and
Ranger were formulating their theories, kastom provided for anthropologists an example
of the localized ways powerful, objectifying discourses can be appropriated and turned
around by the colonized in their own discursive strategies of resistance against colonial
domination. In its most general sense, similar to the meanings of the emic Yapese term
yalen u Wa’ab or the usage of “custom and tradition” in Yap (both of which will become
important later), kastom refers simply to the indigenous customary way. But kastom is not
exactly the same thing as the colonizer’s term “custom.” This is because its meaning
changed as it became part of the “emergent discourse” of the colonized in response to the
domination of colonizers. In the speech communities of Vanuatu its meanings as an
emblem of the customary past were semantically transformed in creating a useful symbol
of resistance to colonial power. Once kastom acquired these new meanings, it could then
be deployed within local fields of power as well (Lindstrom 1982; Keesing 1982). In short,
once an element of colonial discourse in Vanuatu, now “kastom belongs to ni-Vanuatu”
(Regenvanu 1999:98) and is used in “many ways for many purposes” (Keesing 1982:357).
It has been argued that kastom is embedded in identity politics where it “is
intimately connected with identity at all levels, from individual to national” (Tonkinson
1982:302).

Poyer (1999) shows something similar occurred in Micronesia with her

account of how categories of difference found in external discourses were reified and
helped construct a sense of ethnic identification among islanders that did not exist before.
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Objectifying discourses about island groups were adopted and “an identity once
denigrated as backward and less modern [was] inverted to make a political virtue of
authenticity” (Poyer 1999:219).
With research in Yap I also found value in approaches such as that of Cummings
(2002) who critically examines history-making and the power of writing. I feel this power
is often discounted and that we should always “stop to think about the relationship
between ‘discourse’ (including our own) and the production of ‘subjects’” (Chakrabarty
1992:54). Like historical accounts, in many ways an ethnographic account can hold more
power in places with strong oral traditions than it does anywhere else. Our written
productions have more power in the present than we realize and they also shape histories
in ways unlike oral traditions do. As with the written Makassarese genealogies that
Cummings investigated, our ethnographic works are thus “agents whose nature and
effects must be explored” (Cummings 2002:125-126).

We need to be sensitive, for

example, to the great authority our productions wield as they become mined for data to
be used in local contestations involving the past. When de Pina-Cabral observes that
“Even although we rarely acknowledge it, all ethnography is written with the spiritual
presence of some sort of audience hovering over the shoulders of the ethnographer and
metaphorically peeping into the screen of our computers” (2000:343), we should perhaps
be more conscious of the reality that the audience includes the communities we are
writing about, not just the discursive communities we are writing for.
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Along with demonstrating the ways external representations are appropriated and
mediated by those represented, there are numerous further possible contributions to the
present investigation found in discourses within historical studies, including on
Micronesian history. Hanlon, for instance, states that “Pohnpeians’ debates among
themselves over the meaning of prior events suggest that they too understand history to
be not in itself the past, but rather an interpretation of the past” (1988:xxi). Glenn Petersen
(1990:v) also noted that “no single source can be used to speak authoritatively about what
happened in Pohnpei traditional history. We find the details of any event in any given
account will be contradicted by details in some other account” (Hanlon 2004:213,n7). For
work with cultural heritage, we should be mindful of these contestations and explore the
implications of the claim that “all heritage is someone’s heritage and therefore logically
not someone else’s” (Ashworth and Tunbridge 1996:21).

For anthropologists working

with cultural heritage, or simply for those whose research may be used to re-present the
past, the central dilemma thus concerns whose past or “whose heritage” (Yelvington et
al. 2002; Hall 2009) are we authorizing? Our representational authority gives us great
power to decide on this issue, but it can also lock us into epistemological boxes that force
us to search for objective representations of true or authentic pasts and presents even
when we now understand just how untenable this goal has become. The question of
whether or not historic preservation practices are actually producing history and not just
preserving it thus becomes relevant.
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A further critical point on representational authority further arises when we
consider native Hawaiian scholar and activist Haunani-Kay Trask’s claim that “What
Linnekin or Keesing or any other anthropologist writes about Hawaiians has more
potential power than what Hawaiians write about themselves” (1991:166n4). Her critical
position is that anthropologists “seek to take away from [Hawaiians] the power to define
who and what [they] are, and how [they] should behave politically and culturally”
(1991:162). While I am naturally uncomfortable with her claim that anthropologists
“seek” to take representational authority away from those they work with, I do feel Trask
makes an important point. Studies on kastom and related ones such as what Poyer (1999)
describes above, for instance, demonstrate her point by highlighting the often
unconsidered power of our representations of others. But anthropologists, historians and
other scholars must also think about how their works can be discursively implicated in a
process that actually does take power away from groups to define themselves by
authorizing what can be said to be true about a group’s history, heritage, and ultimately
their identity. The question then becomes how can non-indigenous researchers gazing
upon others with “imperialist eyes” (Tuhiwai Smith 2012) avoid producing objectifying
and authoritative representations that do this? Can there be a proper methodology for
non-native scholars that avoids this problem? One approach of course would be to honor
indigenous knowledges (or “subjugated knowledges” [Jackson 2012]) by seeking ways to
acknowledge their value within academic discourse as well as locating the many forms
and places in which this knowledge is found. Decolonizing representational discourses
can also perhaps be advanced most effectively by privileging the roles of indigenous
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scholars whenever possible. For the present study, I could have looked to, for example,
the contributions of indigenous Micronesian academics such as Katharine Koselei
(Palau), Rufino Mauricio (Pohnpei), Vicente Diaz (Guam/Pohnpei) or others for data and
insights for my research had my fieldsite been within their societies. There is no
indigenous scholarship from Yap that I was able to find, however, which would be
relevant for my study. I have therefore tried to address these concerns by conducting
research and practice that importantly privileges participatory and praxis methodologies
which I feel facilitate the co-production of knowledge by myself and local stakeholders.
More on this will be taken up in Chapter 5.
A final way in which representational power might better be addressed and
confronted is by approaching research from theoretical orientations that view power and
its various manifestations (both discursive and material) as central elements in producing
the cultural phenomena we explore. In this study, for example, I am investigating
cultural heritage on Yap’s Main Islands from a theoretical position that holds various
heritage discourses produced by international institutions as well as locals are
discursively and materially contingent on flows of power from above and below,
respectively.

The following section will now bring forward my study’s specific

theoretical framework more fully.

84

POLITICAL ECONOMY AND HERITAGE DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
Working within the political economy paradigm that has been productive within
anthropology, my analysis of heritage discourses differs in many ways from the critical
discourse analysis approach that has found currency in heritage studies most notably
with the contributions of Laurajane Smith (2004, 2006, 2012, 2015). The political economy
framework from our field is a critical theoretical position informed largely by insights
found in Marxist thought.

Unlike the classical political economy theories of early

economic writers such as Adam Smith and David Ricardo that regarded “the capitalist
system and the form taken under it by exchange value as ‘eternal and natural’” (Goodacre
2012:56), Marxist political economy takes the position that economics is firstly a matter of
social and political arrangements within a society. This is, of course, a position that is
more agreeable for cultural anthropologists that have examined closely the myriad of
social and political formations found in non-capitalist cultures that are intricately woven
into economic activities that do not operate according to the “eternal and natural”
economic forces identified and categorized in Western economic discourse. Quoting
Marx, Zarembka notes that this was one of Marx’s chief critiques: “Marx argues that the
categories of classical political economy have been applied to all modes of production:
‘Economists express the relations of bourgeois production, the division of labour, credit,
money, etc., as fixed, immutable, eternal categories…[W]hat they do not explain is how
these relations themselves are produced’” (2012:3). For Marx, explanations can be found
in the conflict and change within societies that comes forward in the class struggle over
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the control of the processes of productivity: “classes of people defined by the kind of
property they own and the kinds of work they engage in…struggle for dominance and
control, with a consciousness defined by their position, putting politics into all social life”
(Wilk and Cliggett 2009:95). In short, this conflict is why the economic is always also a
function of the political and why history is a dialectic progression of upheavals and
changes in the arrangements of this relationship.

To further illustrate the Marxist

approach that gave rise to the political economy paradigm within anthropology, four
main positions can be identified:
1. A focus on issues of power and exploitation
2. A concern with conflict and change
3. A starting point in the material system of production and the ownership
of property [and,]
4. An analysis of action as political power struggles between social groups
defined by their control of property
[Wilk and Cliggett 2009:101]
While these four elements of Marxist anthropology provide a general framework of
common themes, variations on the political economy approach within economic
anthropology exist and it is therefore important that I be more specific in my approach.
The theoretical direction I take is informed by the early contributions of Karl Polanyi (see
especially, Polanyi 1944) and then later the American school of Marxist anthropological
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approaches represented in such works as Eric Wolf’s Europe and the People without History
(1982) and Sidney Mintz’s Sweetness and Power (1985).
Polanyi was similar to Marx in several ways, including in the rejection of classical
economic assumptions based on rational choices derived from individual self-interests.
Polanyi, however, advanced knowledge on several issues that hold specific interest for
cultural anthropologists.

Central to his ideas was the argument for distinguishing

between “substantive” and “formalist” understandings of economics. Unlike formal
economic theory which can be critiqued as “basically ethnocentric, a way of looking at
the world that was determined by the capitalist system in which economists lived” (Wilk
and Cliggett 2009:16), the substantive model of economic analysis Polanyi argued for
aligned well with anthropology’s central methodological approach of cultural relativism
since it was comparative in nature and acknowledged the various ways economic
processes are embedded in the everyday lives and social institutions of different
societies—especially those not fully engaged in market capitalism.

In short, as with

Marxism, Polanyi’s theories refute the notion that market capitalism is the natural final
outcome of humanity’s socioeconomic development due to an objective sense in
axiomatic laws based in human nature (such as on supply and demand) which
necessarily produced the system. For Polanyi, this false assumption leads to the belief
that these laws are universally found everywhere since they are disconnected from the
culturally-contingent facets of societies.
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What also made Polanyi’s work especially useful for anthropologists over the
years has been his contributions examining the economic systems of reciprocity,
redistribution, householding and exchange in non-capitalist societies and the view that
“all economies are composed of the same elements—‘exchange’ and ‘base,’ or the
economy per se and the institutional context in which it is ‘embedded’—and that these
have been, are, and may be arranged differently with radically different outcomes”
(Robotham 2009:273).

Polanyi’s concept of “embeddedness” therefore argues that

“economic institutions were always inseparable from social ones—i.e., they do not have
distinct laws and motives from those of society as a whole” (Sheikheldin and Devlin
2015:6). Market capitalism dis-embeds the economic from the social since, according to
formal economic theory that directs capitalism, markets operate under defined laws
based on unquestioned assumptions that all humans are motivated to maximize selfinterests and not collective ones.

Marxist political economic thought holds that

collectivities (classes) do in fact play a large role, whereas Polanyi alternatively viewed
social institutions as being sites of economic embeddedness.
Polanyi’s theories are valuable for my study since it will be shown that cultural
heritage discourses may be produced by the political economy present in Yap and the
views and values stakeholders have toward their traditional institutions. Kinship and
the sociopolitical system, for instance, will be demonstrated to be key factors in the
production of heritage values.

Anxiety over the loss of knowledge and practices

supporting these institutions may further be seen to be a result of the “dis-embedding”
88

of the economic and productive roles of these traditional institutions and the uncertainty
of achieving a sustainable social and economic future within a monetized market system
and wage economy. Additionally, I will argue that traditional Yapese economic modes
of reciprocity, redistribution and exchange—based in social relationships to the
productivity of land—are vital elements of cultural heritage on the Main Islands as well
and thus figure into the analysis of local stakeholder discourses.
The American school of Marxist thought within anthropology, and particularly
the political economy orientations of scholars such as Eric Wolf, Sidney Mintz, and
William Roseberry also heavily informs my theoretical approach. To a minor degree,
Julian Steward’s cultural ecology paradigm (an earlier variant of Marxist theory) does
find a bit of currency in my arguments as well when I consider previous Yapese
ethnographic findings (e.g., Lingenfelter 1975) on the adaptive value of the traditional
sociopolitical system and many enduring values and protocols. In general, however, my
analysis is less dependent on the validity of this hypothesis than it is on the political
economic dimensions that are proposed to be generative in the production of heritage
discourses. The political economy approach represented in works by Wolf (1982) and
Mintz (1986), for example, are valuable in my study by providing a theoretical framework
that takes into account the configurations of power between colonizers and the colonized
from a historical perspective and to consider the contemporary Yapese political and
economic environments that have resulted from these enduring relationships.

In

understanding how views and values of cultural heritage are being produced on the Main
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Islands, I seek to demonstrate how these discourses are being formed as local
stakeholders internally strategize and formulate positions on how their past and presents
can be leveraged to benefit their collective interests. This approach ultimately highlights
the formation of collective discourses of resistance to political, economic and social
transformations occurring at an historical point in their lives where control over these
processes is being given over to the state as it imposes Western market capitalism.
Fundamentally, the political economy approach recognizes the determinative role of
social arrangements that define the material productivity of a society because it is these
configurations that are ultimately what is most important for collective survival. As was
brought forward in the previous chapter, the traditional sociopolitical system in Yap is
complex and integrated with a logic that underscores the central importance of the
relationships between people, land, and its productivity. A political economy approach
thus provides a lens from which to examine how discourses on cultural heritage are
strategic articulations of views and values that should be preserved as this traditional
system loses ground to capitalist expansion. In the end, it is therefore the struggle over
control of the processes of production that is producing local forms of resistance framed
within cultural heritage discourse.
The political economy approach to investigating heritage discourses diverges from
the critical discourse analysis (CDA) methods of Laurajane Smith (2006) mainly because
“political economy holds that social being (economics, politics) determines social
consciousness (culture, ideology)” (Robotham 2012:48), whereas “CDA’s economic
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arguments are intended to justify a view of capitalism today as a social form whose
driving forces are less and less material and economic and increasingly ‘cultural’ and
‘ideological’” (Jones 2004:103). And so while CDA 18 proposes to advance a critical
methodology that aligns with contemporary adaptations of Marxist theory, it attempts to
do so by showing how linguistic and discursive formations have supplanted the material
social ones implicated in shaping societies. Smith anticipates the critique of CDA’s
idealism and points out that the approach is based upon the “philosophy of critical
realism” which “recognizes the power of discourses, but stresses the concrete social
relations that underlie and generate discourses” (2006:15). Smith also states that “While
CDA may privilege the study of language and how it is used, it also sees language as a
tool to reveal and reflect social projects and relations, and changes within these”
(2006:16). While I value the application of her insights on the AHD and its hegemonic
power to shape practices and views toward heritage, and indeed I demonstrate the
efficacy to her approach in certain areas I explore in my study, despite Smith’s
qualifications I feel the CDA approach is limited in many ways with its over-reliance on
language and lack of serious consideration of the political and economic conditions that
produce meanings in everyday actions. So while Smith states that she “anchor[s] [her]
analysis firmly in an understanding that social relations are material and have material
consequences, in a way informed by critical discourse analysis” (2006:13), and that she does

Here I am referring to Norman Fairclough’s (1995) approach that Smith cites as informing her
methodology.
18
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not “want to get tangled up in debates on the relevance of post-modern arguments that
discourse is all that matters” (2006:13), it becomes difficult for me to actually see how her
primary focus on the discursive power of the AHD avoids this problem. By almost
exclusively focusing on textual discourse found in conventions and other heritage
instruments, the CDA approach is vulnerable to critics who claim that “the subject matter
of CDA as a discipline is discourse that has been frozen and isolated from the ‘logic of
the process’ of history. When we thaw this subject matter out, CDA itself, as so much
ideological encrustation, simply melts away” (Jones 2004:123).
Again, even though I do see value in aspects of the CDA approach and indeed
wander into considerations of the power and material consequences of the ADH in Yap,
my position is that discourses are not causal and set apart from all other cultural process,
but instead productions of “a material social process through which both ‘material’ and
‘ideal’ are constantly created and recreated” (Roseberry 1982: 1024-1025). There is a lot
more than discourse going on in the world that shapes our views and values and in turn
inform our actions. We create discourses which are recreated yet again by ourselves and
others in the process of getting on with our daily lives. As Jones and Collins argue in
their critique of the critical discourse analysis approach, this realist perspective “makes
us realize that communication is conscious human conduct taking place in definite
circumstances for which the participants are responsible, and, in varying degrees,
accountable, and that making sense of the communicative conduct of a particular
individual involves nothing less than trying to figure out what they are up to, what the
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real and potential impact of their conduct on us and others might be, and what their
motives and purposes are in relation to whatever is at stake in the business at hand”
(2006:47).
Another minor point of departure from CDA that I take concerns agency. With
Smith (2006), for example, her approach views the AHD as causal to the point that there
is very little room for actual change. She qualifies this determinism some when she says,
“This is not to say that the AHD cannot be changed, but without recognizing the
ideological and political underpinnings of the discourse any attempts at change may be
confined to particular events rather than represent a real systematic challenge” (Smith
2006:299). But from this view, the only way the AHD can change is from the contestations
of “experts” who are already within the AHD community and have the authorizing
power to transform it. Dominant discourses are not as dominant as CDA assumes when
we acknowledge the agency of Gramsci’s organic intellectuals or witness “the production
of an emergent discourse—one that can change the existing references and initiate a
different discourse formation with another, different dominant discourse” (Raiter
1999:97). The reader will see the development of an “emergent” heritage discourse in my
analysis when I explore the meanings and values of the term yalen u Wa’ab for Yapese. It
can also be seen in the case of kastom and again in the ways Yapese deploy “tradition and
custom” in their daily lives. These discursive exercises are not simply a consequence of
a dominant discourse that determined their development; rather, they arise within social,
political and economic configurations and the real-world mediations of day-to-day
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events in which terms and meanings found in the dominant discourse are appropriated
and given new values.
I offer that the political economy approach to investigating heritage discourses
provides a useful way for academics and practitioners to engage heritage and expose
processes occurring that shape heritage views and values on the local level. With an
ethnographic focus on local stakeholder voices and not solely on the discursive power of
the AHD, I also contend that this materialist engagement of heritage holds great value
for applied practitioners who advocate for improving their communities’ ability to
address their collective interests. And finally, hopefully it will be seen that it is not my
intention to dismiss CDA (nor especially Smith’s AHD) outright, but rather to
demonstrate how its idealist shortcomings can be mitigated with a political economy
approach grounded in the ethnographic data.

To achieve a more complete

understanding of the AHD and its power from above, I argue that it is necessary to
identify and investigate the local views and values on heritage being produced on the
ground below. I argue this cannot be successfully achieved with CDA.

CONCLUSION
Unravelling heritage for the present study, we see that heritage is viewed and
valued in a multiplicity of ways beyond those articulated in the mainstream discourse.
This chapter has surveyed the historical development of the heritage concept and many
ways it has been critically reassessed by anthropologists and others who have focused on
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the material and discursive impacts of heritage practices. As we have seen, for instance,
an incredible amount of work has been done to unpack the various ways heritage holds
power for international, national, and state interests. We also know that heritage is
always contested and that it is a crucial element of identity politics. For the present study,
however, one key take-away of this chapter is that heritage is an unstable, largely Western
construct that deserves the critical attention it has received in academia. My analysis in
the following chapters supports this by demonstrating that heritage is not universally
viewed and valued the same as it has been by those who have traditionally worked to
define the term through discourse and practice.
For some groups, tangible heritage is insignificant when compared to the values
held toward their indigenous knowledge, traditions, and customs. These cases call into
question the fundamental assumptions of heritage as having an objective, material
essence that can be preserved, protected and (re)presented to symbolically communicate
fixed meanings about a people and their pasts. Smith’s (2006) critique of the AHD goes
far in destabilizing heritage discourses that self-referentially establish and confirm these
outdated notions of heritage and the ways it should be engaged, but we can go further.
A more productive approach would be to first ethnographically discover the emic
associations between the past and the present in the communities we work with and then
to investigate how these understandings are locally significant in various ways for
stakeholders. Engaging heritage this way, we need to start from the ground up and
through praxis empower our local participants to define their views and values they hold
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toward their heritage in their own way. This is why Chambers’ (2006) public and private
heritage dichotomy is so valuable and why I feel we might focus our attention on better
distinguishing the two both in practice and in theory. As applied practitioners, we can
focus our practices on identifying and helping to protect private heritage and also
identifying and critically examining the practices of public heritage.

For Yapese

stakeholders, private heritage is not “past, dead, and safe” or “bogus history” (Urry
1990:99), it is present, alive, at risk, and real for them. As arguably the case everywhere,
however, public heritage in Yap is vulnerable to the same critiques as those identified
throughout this chapter. A promising avenue of inquiry, and one I only touch upon in
later chapters, is to consider more the ways in which public and private heritage converge
in many cases and attempt to develop insights on how this can either benefit or hinder
preservation efforts for both.
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CHAPTER 4:
THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL HERITAGE OF YAP AND THE
FEDERATED STATES OF MICRONESIA
INTRODUCTION
The discipline of anthropology owes much to the early work done by mainly
United States-based researchers in Micronesia. The following discussion will survey this
work, as well as more contemporary anthropological investigations and interventions
that have been undertaken in this region of the Pacific. Before proceeding, however, a
few points of clarification are in order. First, when speaking of “Micronesian” societies,
a problem arises as to exactly which Pacific islands and peoples are included under the
term.

Petersen, for example, points out that “’Micronesia’ is the name scientists have

given to a vast expanse of islands in the central and western Pacific Ocean, and the people
who live on these islands have long been called Micronesians. This is not, of course, their
traditional name for themselves—indeed, they had none” (2009:1). Hanlon is more
critical when he states that he finds it “difficult to argue that Micronesia is anything but
a colonial construct located, bounded, defined, and described by a series of different
colonial regimes whose efforts were self-serving and exploitative” (1999:76).
The origins of the term “Micronesia” can be traced to the classificatory and
mapping efforts in the early 1830s by J.S.C. Dumont d’Urville who created the label to
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distinguish from Polynesia and Melanesia the region of the Pacific that includes the
Caroline, Marianas, and Marshall Islands, as well as the islands of Nauru and present
day Kiribati (Rainbird 2003; Petersen 2009). Given this, and the fact that my dissertation
research concerns work within the Federated States of Micronesia, I must clarify that my
review here will be of literature mainly representative of anthropological work among
the four states of the FSM—Chuuk, Pohnpei, Kosrae, and Yap. As expected, more
attention will be given to the state of Yap.

I have also presented ethnographic

contributions specific to Yap when I described my field setting in Chapter 2.
Before continuing, it should be noted that when it comes to Micronesian
anthropology, two important figures heavily involved in shaping recent anthropological
discourse in the region are not trained anthropologists. David Hanlon, a historian, is
among a small group of contemporary scholars who has written prolifically on
Micronesian societies past and present. Francis X. Hezel, a Jesuit priest who has lived
and worked in the FSM for decades, is also a leading figure of Micronesian scholarship
who has published numerous works on the histories of the islands, their people, and the
important issues facing contemporary Micronesian cultures. Both Hanlon and Hezel
stand alongside the few contemporary anthropologists devoted to Micronesian studies
who continue to shape the directions of anthropological investigations on the islands.
Both will therefore be included in the discussions below (Hanlon was also discussed in
the previous chapter as well).
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Finally, the review below will mainly be concerned with the works of cultural
anthropologists in the region. To be sure, archaeological discourse certainly figures into
discussions on how the past is used in the present, yet to present a comprehensive survey
of the archaeological works undertaken throughout Micronesia (or even limited to the
FSM) is beyond the scope and purpose of this discussion (see instead, Rainbird 2004).
Lastly, great credit must be given to the exhaustive efforts of Kiste and Marshall and all
the scholars who contributed to their edited volume, American Anthropology in Micronesia:
An Assessment (Kiste and Marshall: 1999).

This collection of writings that

comprehensively survey and present the legacy of cultural anthropology in the greater
Micronesian region up to the 1990’s is an invaluable resource for researchers and was
inevitably mined heavily for what follows.
ORGANIZATION OF REVIEW
Rather than organizing the review into sections for each of the four states of the
FSM (Chuuk, Pohnpei, Kosrae, and Yap), the presentation will be ordered into sections
distinguishable by the main anthropological themes or approaches that have been
engaged in the region. Throughout each section, when possible more attention will be
given to research specific to Yap. The survey below will thus be divided along the two
broad categories of academic and applied investigations, as well as the main themes
representative in each. Along with these sections, a significant overview of the history of
U.S. involvement and interest in Micronesia will first be provided in order to give context
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to the processes at work that led to anthropological engagements in the early years of the
discipline’s presence on the islands.

ANTHROPOLOGY IN MICRONESIA—ORIGINS AND EARLY DEVELOPMENTS
Up until WWII, ethnographic reports of Micronesian societies were limited to
those conducted during Germany’s commercial and colonial presence in the second half
of the 19th century and through 1914 when administration of the region was transferred
to Japan (Alkire 1999; Petersen 2009). Prior to its colonial rule, Germany had been present
in the region for decades and “In fact, the period 1816-1915 might well be called ‘the
German century in Micronesian scholarship’. The work carried out then by scholars from
France, Russia, the United States and Spain in [the Caroline and Marshall Islands] cannot
come close to matching the breadth or the quality of German scholarship” (Berg 1988:95).
The earliest formal ethnographic reporting on Yap came from Alfred Tetans and Johann
Kubary who contributed first-hand accounts of the cultures they began encountering in
the 1860s (Mitchell 1973:5). Tetans was a German captain who settled in Yap and opened
a copra export business, while Polish naturalist Kubary visited Yap for a period before
settling down in Pohnpei were he eventually died in 1896.

While not primarily

ethnographers, both produced useful ethnographic reports for Hamburg’s Godeffroy
Museum. American physician William Furness III also arrived in Yap in 1903 and spent
a few months collecting information to be included in his book, The Island of Stone Money:
Uap of the Carolines (1910). In this book, Furness paints a picture of life in Yap at the turn
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of the 20th century that is interesting to read today. While certainly not as thoroughly
researched as other early works, it is important in that it is the first serious publication on
the Yapese culture written in English. It also includes an abundant amount of details of
cultural heritage that has disappeared as well as rare photographs from the period and
the first English glossary of Yapese words.
More thorough, professional research began in 1908 when a team of German
ethnographers joined the Hamburg Südsee-Expedition to study the people and cultures
of the Caroline and Marshall Islands (Berg 1988:96). Their research lasted until April,
1910 and included a survey of the material culture from the various islands as well as
other data to be included in “monographs on comparative linguistics, anthropology and
ethnology” (Berg 1988:98). During the final year of the team’s research, it was expedition
member Wilhelm Müller who was stationed on Yap’s Main Island group and was able to
produce two volumes for his monograph on the culture (Müller 1917, 1918). Müller’s
second volume has not yet been translated into English or Yapese from German, which
is unfortunate since it has over 400 pages of transcribed Yapese songs and chants that, as
will be discussed later, are valuable elements of Yapese cultural heritage. As with
Müller’s, several other important monographs did eventually emerge to play a minor role
in the anthropological endeavors that flourished after the arrival of American scholars in
the 1940s. As Berg (1988) notes, however, due largely to the subsequent outbreak of WWI
and the disruption to the academic work and collaboration of the researchers, much of
the research by this team of ethnographers went unpublished. Even so, while additional
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ethnographic studies did occur during Japan’s era of colonial rule, 19 “there was no
organized research program comparable to the Südsee Expedition” that was undertaken
by the Germans (Kiste and Falgout 1999:26).
Kathleen Gough’s famous claim that anthropology is “a child of Western
imperialism” (1968:403) and Asad’s (1973) that it is a “handmaiden” for colonialism were
largely based on the role of British anthropologists during the African colonial period.
Gray’s (2010) recent look back at the anthropology of Oceania, however, demonstrates
that many of the same motivations for research in Africa were present in Pacific and
Australian anthropology at the time as well where the two priorities were salvage
anthropology and helping colonial administrators work with indigenous populations. If
there is a comparable association for American anthropology specifically, it was in its
later role in administering Micronesian societies immediately following WWII. Perhaps
more a “teen” of Western imperialism than a “child” due to the already established
position and development of the field in the United States, the influence of the research
of American anthropologists working in tandem with the U.S. government in Micronesia
in the post-war era cannot be discounted. As Falgout points out, “more American
anthropologists are estimated to have studied Micronesia during the wartime-postwar
era than any other area of the world in the history of the discipline” (1995:99).

19

In Gray’s critical examination of how the Pacific region was divided up among anthropologists in the

1920s, he notes that "the study of Micronesia was the ‘particular province’ of Japan and the United States"
(2010:50). The region currently including the FSM was, however, solely the “province” of Japan at the time.
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The impetus for such a level of devotion to American research in the region sprung
from its strategic location for U.S. interests both during and after WWII. Indeed, for
American

anthropology,

Micronesia

became

an

immediate

priority

almost

instantaneously with the country’s entrance into WWII: “On Monday, December 8, 1941,
the day after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, George Peter Murdock called together
the faculty and graduate student staff of the Cross-Cultural Survey, Institute of Human
Relations, Yale University, and they began the task of assembling information on the
former Japanese mandated islands in Micronesia”(Kiste and Falgout 1999:11). And in
retrospect, “Although unforeseen at the time, the work at Yale was only the beginning of
the largest research effort in the history of American anthropology and a major program
in applied anthropology” (Kiste and Falgout 1999:11).
While Murdock and other anthropologists from established programs such as
Columbia and Princeton joined the war effort by developing training manuals and other
tools focused on the utility of understanding Micronesian cultures, much of their work
was centered on preparations for administering the islands once the war was over.
Collecting and assembling as much information on Micronesian societies as possible, it
became clear, however, that much more was needed.

This was partly due to the fact

that during the 30 years of Japanese control, there existed what was called a “bamboo
curtain” that essentially prohibited the dissemination of any information on Micronesian
cultures during the period (Kiste and Falgout 1999:17). Following the end of the war and
the transfer of administrative authority to the United States, anthropologists entering the
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field in the region were thus equipped only with the limited research provided by the
earlier German expedition and a few other sources mined by Murdock and the other
emerging Micronesian researchers. As a result, “For the most part, Americans would
undertake this responsibility in a virtual vacuum of knowledge of either the places or the
people who were now their wards” (Falgout 1995:101).
Once the war in the Pacific was over, the U.S. Navy formed a military government
to administer the territories and the handbooks and training materials developed by
Murdock and other anthropologists helped in “preparing officers to assume their duties
as governors of the liberated areas” (Falgout 1995:102). This applied work continued
under the dual assumptions of the strategic importance of the region to the United States
and the need to help the Micronesian societies recover from decades of direct rule and
the devastations of war. Then, in 1947, the United Nations Trusteeship Agreement was
approved and the U.S. Navy was instructed to help the Micronesians transition to a civil
administration. Military control, however, was not easily relinquished as “many of the
same navy officers remained in place, shedding their uniforms for civilian garb…
Meanwhile, President Truman made the final decision. In 1951, the administration of the
trust territory became the responsibility of the Department of Interior [DOI]” (Kiste and
Falgout 1999:18-19) and would remain so until each Micronesian nation (except Guam)
gained sovereignty (for the FSM, this was in 1986). It is interesting to note here that the
historic preservation offices in the FSM are still being influenced by the DOI since they
oversee the NPS.
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During the post-war period, traditional ethnographic surveying akin to “salvage”
anthropology in Micronesia seemed untenable: “Described as disturbed and devastated
by a world war fought on their islands and atolls, Micronesians, it was argued, had no
alternative but to change” (Hanlon 1999:66). Coinciding with a shifting trend within
American anthropology toward more applied practice, as president of the Society of
Applied Anthropology in 1946-1948, Murdock’s own views helped shape the direction
and approach of many of the anthropologists who ended up scattering themselves
throughout these Pacific islands. For Murdock, “his chief hope for Micronesian peoples
was that they might escape the chaos, bewilderment, helplessness, and stagnation that
had been the fate of American Indians” (Hanlon 1999:67). Thus for much of the period
immediately following the war, anthropology in Micronesia was mainly an applied effort
with ties to U.S. governmental interests.
Most of the anthropological research conducted in the region in these early years
was done by scholars also working on Ph.D. dissertations. Doctoral students were
recruited early on into government funded programs such as the U.S. Commercial
Company (USCC), the Coordinated Investigation of Micronesian Anthropology (CIMA),
and the Scientific Investigation of Micronesia (SIM) (Kiste and Falgout 1999). The USCC
was headed by “Douglass Oliver, a Harvard University anthropologist, and from May to
August 1946, four anthropologists, William Bascom, Edward T. Hall, Leonard Mason,
and Carl Pelzer…were among almost two dozen specialists who conducted field
research” in the various islands of Micronesia (Kiste and Falgout 1999:23). Murdoch was
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the program director of CIMA which enlisted the efforts of “25 cultural anthropologists,
4 physical anthropologists, [and] 4 linguists” into the interdisciplinary team
“representing twenty universities and museums” (Kiste and Falgout 1999:26).
Meanwhile, as an eventual extension of CIMA, SIM was launched in 1949 and together
these three programs funded and directed the research efforts of numerous well known
anthropologists who began their careers in Micronesia.
Marshall notes that many of the anthropologists in Micronesia at the time can trace
their “roots to either American cultural anthropology or British social anthropology”
(Marshall 1999b:389), and a glance at Marshall’s academic lineage charts of scholars active
in the region (1999b:412, 414-415, 418-419) supports this. From the American school:
Homer G. Barnett (CIMA, Palau) was a student of A. L. Kroeber; Saul H. Riesenburg
(CIMA, Pohnpei) was a student of Robert W. Lowie; Under Barnett, Robert C. Kiste
(Marshall Islands) mentored numerous anthropologists who conducted fieldwork in
Micronesia and throughout Oceania; Ward H. Goodenough (CIMA, Chuuk), Thomas
Gladwin (CIMA, Chuuk), and Leonard Mason (CIMA and SIM, Bikini) all worked under
G.P. Murdock; David M. Schneider (CIMA, Yap) was a student of Clyde Kluckhohn; and,
under Schneider, numerous Pacific anthropologist trained, including in Micronesia, Vern
Carroll (Nukuoro), David Labby (Yap), and John Kirkpatrick (Yap); and finally, Mac
Marshall (Chuuk), Lin Poyer (Sapwuahfik), and James D. Nason (Ettal) each trained
under Carroll. The fewer, but still significantly influential scholars that can trace their
descent from A. R. Radcliff-Brown (who taught at the University of Chicago) through

106

Frederick Eggan include Alexander Spoehr (CIMA, Marshalls, and Marianas) and
William Lessa (CIMA) who researched myth and folklore on the Yapese Outer Island of
Ulithi. Spoehr also went on to mentor Sherwood Lingenfelter who completed extensive
ethnographic research on Yap’s Main Islands which along with Lessa’s will be mentioned
in more detail below. Besides Lessa, Spoehr, Murdock, and Barnett, every scholar listed
above (except Kilpatrick, who was working on his M.A.) used their Micronesian work as
Ph.D. dissertation research as I am doing here.
Since these early years, the presence of Micronesian anthropology has waxed and
waned, and has been almost exclusively the domain of American scholars (with a few
more recent Japanese anthropologists as well) (Kiste 1999). As Kiste (1999:454) shows,
over 20 dissertations were produced in the first three decades (1940-1960) of the U.S.
presence in the region that can be added to the “twenty volumes of reports and one
hundred forty article-length publications” produced by USCC researchers, and “thirtytwo full reports and over one hundred articles and publications on Micronesian kinship,
political organization, cognitive measurements, economic exchange patterns, and general
ethnography” that resulted from the CIMA program (Hanlon 1999:69). The 1960s also
saw increased academic funding and support from the National Science Foundation and
universities where earlier Micronesianist anthropologists found positions. In this period,
“Most research became ‘anthropology for anthropology’s sake’ conducted by
individuals” rather than multidisciplinary teams in larger projects as before (Kiste and
Falgout 1999:39). Then, after a critical U.N. assessment of the United States’ management
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of the territory, “President John F. Kennedy ordered immediate action, launching what
would eventually become massive budget increases and a vast array of federal
programmes. Within two years, the territory’s budget was doubled, and by the mid1980s, annual appropriations exceeded US$115 million with approximately another
US$35 million for federal programmes” (Howe 1994:231).

This was followed by

Johnson’s “Great Society” program and research thus boomed further as the region was
flooded with economic support that led to numerous transformations in Micronesian
societies that warranted ethnographic attention (Kiste and Falgout 1999: Kiste 1999).
Unfortunately, however, “Anthropological input was only very rarely sought, either by
the U.S. government or by Micronesians” during this period of “Americanization”
(Falgout 1995:108). Yet, despite not being asked, again, the need for ethnographic
reporting on the changes occurring in Micronesia was apparent and numerous individual
anthropologists did make their way to the islands.

In fact, the 1970s saw more

dissertations produced (34) than all of the preceding decades combined (Kiste 1999:454).
After the 1970’s, anthropological interest in the region diminished considerably.
Kiste reports, “As the availability of federal funds began to decline in the late 1970’s, a
downward trend was experienced in the number of dissertations produced, and this has
continued” (1999:455). The number of dissertations in 1980 only totaled 17, which was
half of the production from the previous decade. A review of the dissertations produced
in Micronesia during the 1990s by Marshall (1999b) references a study by Givens and
Jablonski (1995) that reports only 5 dissertations had been completed in the first half of
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that decade. As will be shown below, an updated review will similarly demonstrate a
relative decrease in anthropological research in the decade and a half since Marshall’s
(1999b) survey. It will also be shown that the approaches taken and the research focuses
selected have also shifted away from the more traditional ethnographic concentrations
that predominated prior to the well-known epistemological shifts that occurred within
the discipline during the 1980s and 1990s.

ANTHROPOLOGICAL APPROACHES IN MICRONESIAN RESEARCH
A breakdown of the major works and reports that have emerged in
anthropological scholarship in the region shows that there have been several distinct
research themes in Micronesia. As Marshall concludes, “Without a doubt, the areas in
which

[traditional

ethnographic

research]

in

Micronesia

has

most

affected

anthropological theory are psychological anthropology, cognitive anthropology, kinship
and social organization, and the anthropology of religion” (1999b:422). Kiste (1999) also
notes that the sociocultural change exhibited on the islands proved to be an important
research topic as well, generating theory-driven investigations as well as a host of applied
applications. A review of applied anthropological research in Micronesia shows that the
major trends have been toward helping the island societies adjust to the numerous
transformations which they faced over the decades of colonization. Rapid changes then
continued in different but no less important forms as the islands transitioned to self-rule
and independence within a system of economic dependency with the United States.
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Much of the attention of applied anthropologists in this second wave of practice has thus
been toward helping Micronesian societies respond to issues such as “youth misbehavior,
alcohol abuse, suicide, child and spouse abuse” (Kiste and Marshall 1999:7).
ETHNOGRAPHIC RESEARCH IN MICRONESIA
PSYCHOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY
It is worth beginning this section with a nod to who appears to be the very first
American anthropologist to conduct research in Micronesia—one who has not been
mentioned so far. Laura Thompson’s work in Guam (1941) predates the Pacific War and
examines the Chamorro culture and its acculturation during the Spanish colonial period
and then later during the years of U.S. military administration at the time. While not
wholly concerned with the psychological dimensions of the Chamorro culture, it does
appear that her approach was influenced by the culture and personality school that was
popular in the discipline at the time (from anthropologists such as Margaret Mead and
Ruth Benedict) and that this perspective helped frame her critique of the military’s form
of governance. Her research included the findings that American policy should better
acknowledge the Chamorro culture’s individual personality in order to understand how
their different culturally informed mindsets can help them one day achieve selfgovernance (Petersen 1999:148).
Despite Thompson’s distinction as the first American anthropologist in
Micronesia, however, Peter W. Black argues that “An assessment of the contributions of
Micronesian psychological anthropology begins with [Melford E.] Spiro and [Catherine]
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Lutz simply because doing so makes the point that work in Micronesia has greatly
enriched the discipline” (1999:228). Both Spiro and Lutz worked on the Yapese Outer
Island atoll of Ifaluk—Spiro in the 1950s and Lutz later in the 1970s and 1980s. Spiro’s
Ph.D. dissertation from Northwestern University under the guidance of Melville
Herskovits while working with CIMA was entitled “The Problem of Aggression in a
South Sea Culture” (1950). In it, Spiro uses a psychological approach to help understand
the expressions of aggression on Ifaluk that he witnessed during psychological tests as
well as in folktales he recorded.

Using a neo-Freudian approach, the manner of

aggressiveness expressed by the islanders, for Spiro, was a “culturally constituted
defense mechanism” (Black 1999:227). Along with his dissertation, Spiro also applied a
similar approach in Ifaluk on the psychological dynamics of myths, spirit-beliefs, and
spirit possession (1951, 1952, 1954).
Taking a different approach, Lutz’s dissertation on Ifaluk (1980), and many of her
subsequent works from the atoll (1982, 1985, 1988) illustrate her important contributions
to the then-growing subfield of ethnopsychology. Inspired to explore the ways cultural
knowledge informed certain behaviors and emotional responses on Ifaluk, “The clarity
of with which she set out an ethnopsychological perspective on Ifaluk emotions, free from
anything smacking of psychodynamics, made her work a major factor in ‘culturizing’ the
psychological part of psychological anthropology” (Black 1999:227).

An important

distinction between Lutz’s and Spiro’s respective approaches was that for Lutz,
psychological processes were more culturally dependent. Spiro, on the other hand,
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applied Western models of psychological dynamics to non-Western subjects in order to
come to his conclusions20.
Shortly following Spiro’s initial work in Ifaluk, Thomas Gladwin (1952) also
produced his own dissertation on Chuuk (then called Truk) that was similarly influenced
by the culture and personality school. This work led to the well-known publication, Truk:
Man in Paradise (Gladwin and Sarason 1953) co-authored by Seymour B. Sarason where
their ethnographic approach included such methodologies as Rorschach tests and other
established psychological measures for their participants. This sort of approach to
understanding societies based upon individual psychological elements, however, was
later critiqued by Gladwin himself who admitted in retrospect that joining the “Freudian
Bandwagon” may be a bad practice for the field: “We have surrendered our
anthropological birthright to the clinicians, and received in return a methodology which
is both limited in productivity and suspect in validity” (Gladwin 1961:163, quoted in
Black 1999:240).
Along with Lutz, Caughey (1977) explores the culturally specific domains of
psychological processes in Micronesian societies as well. Caughey’s (1977) work in
Chuuk predates Lutz’s more influential studies and was thus one of the early
representations of ethnopsychology within the discipline. In it, he charts the different

As for the specific value of Lutz’s and Spiro’s to my study here, I must reiterate that my study focuses
primary on cultural heritage processes occurring on Yap’s Main Island group. As will be detailed later, it
would be a mistake to consider the two groups (Yapese Main Islanders and those from the Outer Islands)
together as one since this would ignore the stark cultural and historic distinctions that they themselves are
the first to claim and acknowledge.
20
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culturally constructed views on “character” that inform social identities for the Chuukese
and posits how these understandings are related to social structures. And while Peter W.
Black’s research (1978, 1985, 1994) took place on Tobi, an island within the Republic of
Palau and not the FSM, his work bears mentioning as well since it takes an
ethnopsychological approach to understanding Tobian negotiations of modernity,
spiritual beliefs, and views toward social problems such as suicide.
Black (1999) points out that these works utilizing psychological approaches were
highly influential and informed a variety of studies on divergent issues and themes in
Micronesia. He states, “scanning the education, mental health, suicide, subsistence
abuse, and identity literatures of Micronesia reveals only traces of the work of
psychological anthropology, even though its subject matter is obviously relevant to each
of these areas…The initial work has been picked up, made part of some general
framework, and then cycled back out to Micronesia as part of that framework” (Black
1999:231).

Upon consideration, it thus seems apparent that the development of

psychological anthropology owes much to the work Micronesian anthropologists, so
much so that Black concludes “if the question is, Has psychological anthropology gotten
its money’s worth out of research in Micronesia? the answer is an emphatic yes!”
(1999:229).
COGNITIVE ANTHROPOLOGY
Related to psychological anthropology, in that it examines mental phenomena
through a cultural lens, research within the paradigm of cognitive anthropology has also
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made a mark in Micronesia. Ward Goodenough stands out as one of the most wellknown and influential anthropologists of Micronesia. Goodenough’s long career in the
region and his cognitive anthropological work in Chuuk (e.g., 1951, 1956a, 1967)
contributed greatly to his vaulted status within the discipline (as did his work on kinship
and social organization which will be discussed below). Particularly influential with his
development of “componential analysis” (Goodenough 1956a), Goodenough’s analyses
of Chuukese kinship terms using this methodology helped pave the way for new
approaches to investigate the mental structuring of cultural systems within a relativist
framework.
Black (1999:238) notes that Goodenough’s influences with regard to his brand of
cognitive anthropology include the psychological approaches taken by those such as
Gladwin and Sarason (1953) before him (especially the use of various testing techniques).
As mentioned above, Gladwin eventually became critical of the clinical methodology he
previously employed and this shift led him to join Goodenough in examining instead the
culturally determined mental processes in Chuuk. For Gladwin, an area of cultural
knowledge that particularly interested him during this later period of research was
traditional oceanic navigation. As Black noted, “If Truk: Man in Paradise was one of the
last of the culture and personality studies, then [Gladwin’s] East Is a Big Bird [1970]
marked the emergence of another research tradition—the very productive encounter of
cognitive anthropologists and other cognitive scientists with a spectacular, nonwestern,
nonliterate, intellectual edifice” (1999:241). East Is a Big Bird was the culmination of

114

several previous research efforts by Gladwin (1958, 1961, 1964) that explored the ways
the Chuukese incorporated understandings of the future as well as “problem solving and
innovation” into their navigational knowledge and practice (Black 1999:241).
Goodenough and Thomas (1987) later revisited the subject to also explore the varying
ways cultures mentally organize their experiences to produce knowledge. And as a nonanthropologist, native scholar Joachim “Jo Jo” Peter delves into similar territory to
illustrate the ways the Chuukese “define the boundaries of their horizon in their travels
and the meanings that these boundaries give travelling or movements” (2000:253). There
is also Lowe’s (2002) cognitive work in Chuuk that explored emotional attachment within
kinship patterns to uncover processes at work that have led to troubling issues with
young men on the island.
Finally, C. James Throop has written extensively on the cognitive dimensions of
pain, suffering, and experience in Yap (e.g., 2008, 2009, 2010). In one such work, he notes
that his interests “focus primarily upon the moral and cultural frameworks serving as the
semiotic, existential, and practical materials providing the background against which
individual sufferers tend to interpret their dysphoric sensory experiences” (2008:255).
Throop’s fieldwork and ethnographic reporting of his deep involvement in Yapese
village life makes his work valuable to my present study and his insights on values and
virtues find their way often in my analysis.
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KINSHIP AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION
The kinship systems and social organization of Micronesian societies proved to be
a critical area of concern for both U.S. administrators and the anthropologists who were
tasked to understand them more fully. Because of this central importance, many of the
early scholars to the region focused on a variety of subjects having to do with kinship,
political organization, family and social structures, marriage, and numerous other
demographic elements of society that had practical implications for more efficient
administration at the time (Marshall 1999a). David M. Schneider, for instance, obtained
his Ph.D. in 1949 with a dissertation on kinship and social organization in Yap (1949); a
subject to which he would return in following years (e.g., 1953, 1962). Schneider also
studied the matrilineal systems of Chuuk (1961) and, along with Goodenough, compiled
a body of work on kinship that proved to be “at the core of many of the theoretical debates
that swirled through American cultural anthropology between the 1950’s and the 1970’s”
(Marshall 1999b:424).
Goodenough’s work on kinship in Micronesia is well known and addresses
several elements of the subject including residence rules (1956), kinship terminology
(1974a), and the importance of sibling relations (1951). Regarding the last subject,
Marshall notes that “The earliest clear statement of the importance of siblingship in
Micronesian kinship and social organization was [Goodenough’s] classic Property, Kin,
and Community on Truk (1951), a theoretically innovative and ethnographically rich book
that has had wide influence in our discipline” (1999a:110). In it, Goodenough describes
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the central importance of sibling classifications and relationships to the matrilineal social
and political organization of Chuukese society. These connections and patterns of sibling
relations held sway over the important issues of “ownership and allocation of rights to
land and property” (Marshall 1999a:110). Interestingly, Goodenough’s work on kinship
also is noted for the controversy it eventually inspired as well. With regards to residence
rules, for instance, John “Jack” Fischer (1958) later found the Chuukese to be matrilocal,
thus questioning Goodenough’s claim that they exhibited a bilocal residency pattern. In
a less famous disagreement, Swartz (1960) later challenges Goodenough’s system of
kinship classification on Chuuk as well (Black 1999:237).
Fischer (and to a degree, Swartz) thus figures prominently into the anthropological
discourses on kinship in Micronesia. In addition to his work in Chuuk (1955, 1957, 1958),
Fischer also conducted ethnographic work in Pohnpei that investigated the views on
incest (Fischer et al. 1976), and the roles and functions of adoption in the society (1970).
Adoption as well as fosterage in Micronesia have been topics of great interest to other
anthropologists including Goodenough (1955) who showed that adoption between landpoor families and those with land suggests that the practice has a social function. Before
Goodenough, Weckler (1953) wrote an article on adoption in Mokil (Pohnpei) and
numerous others followed suit in the 1970s (e.g., Caroll 1970 [Pohnpei]; R. Goodenough
1970 [Chuuk]; Kilpatrick & Broder 1976[Yap]; Marshall 1976 [Chuuk]; Wilson 1976
[Kosrae]; Thomas 1978; Ritter 1981 [Kosrae]; Damas 1983 [Pohnpei]; and Flinn 1985
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[Chuuk]).21 Many of these ethnographic analyses centered on the debate over whether
adoption was a functional adaptation that fostered solidarity, or whether it was a result
of low fertility rates and sterility due to venereal diseases on the islands (Marshall 1999a).
Petersen’s (2009) more recent investigation argues that adoption is but one element of a
suite of flexible social patterns that just about all Micronesian societies exhibit out of
necessity in their resource-poor, disaster prone environments.
A further element of social organization that has gained attention is the important
role of food and sharing in Micronesian societies. Indeed, food appears bound up closely
with land and kinship in regulating social organization—so much so that Marshall calls
the theoretical attention to their interrelationships the “blood, mud, and grub” hypothesis
(1999a:122). Petersen (2009) also recognizes the symbolic power of food and the patterns
of collection and distribution that not only buttress the political organization of many
Micronesian societies, but also are, again, adaptive responses to resource scarcity and
environmental vulnerabilities. More recently, Egan et al. (2006) have explored the
importance of food transactions and circulation within and between families in Yap.
Egan (2004) also gives a useful analysis on values that locate the central role of land in
Yap’s sociopolitical order. As will be seen, this becomes an important theme that emerges
throughout my examination.

This heavy interest may partly be due to the finding that “typically half or more of all children” were
adopted in Micronesia (Marshall 1999a:120).
21
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During the heyday of Micronesian anthropology, kinship and social organization
were still necessary components to any ethnographic research. Thus, besides those
reviewed above, other topics that also received attention (Marshall 1999a) include
marriage practices (e.g., Goodenough 1951 [Chuuk]; Schneider 1961 [Yap]; Alkire 1965
[Lamotrek, Yap]; Lingenfelter 1993 [Yap]; and Marshall 1981 [Chuuk]) and incest taboos
(Smith and Kennedy 1960 [Woleai, Yap]; Fischer, Ward and Ward 1976 [Pohnpei]; Labby
1976a [Yap]; and Ritter 1980 [Kosrae]).
For various reasons within our discipline, it is clear that studies of kinship and
social organization are less common today than they once were and this is evident in the
review of more current research in Micronesia. Indeed, besides Petersen’s (2009) recent
examination of traditional Micronesian societies and Lowe’s (2002) reconsideration of
kinship on Chuuk that looks at the role of emotional attachments, one would be hard
pressed to uncover much contemporary scholarship that focuses directly on kinship
patterns in Micronesia. One interesting exception, though not entirely recent, comes from
Hage and Harary (1996) who utilize a mathematically driven “graph theory” to map out
and delineate structural relationships (including important kinship arrangements) in
order to provide insights on enduring anthropological questions.
As for the role of social and political organization and kinship in Yap with the
present study concerning cultural heritage, it emerges that these facets of Yapese culture
are highly relevant. The works outlined above of Yapese scholars Schneider, Lingenfelter
and Labby on these subjects are important resources from which to investigate the
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reasons behind much of what Yapese stakeholders report to value about their heritage.
Indeed, as will be explained, the knowledge of how land and people are bound together
in a complex, socially defined relationship can be seen to be one of the most fundamental
aspects of their cultural heritage that stakeholders wish to hold onto.
RELIGION
Anthropological analyses of religion in Micronesia have primarily been concerned
with traditional indigenous belief systems, along with a few that examine changes that
have resulted largely from the widespread adoption of Christianity throughout the
region. Important works on traditional belief systems include Lessa’s (1956, 1961, 1962,
1980) contributions to Ulithian mythology and folklore in Yap. Various aspects of belief
systems have also been the focus of Spiro’s (1961, 1965) early work in Ifaluk,
Goodenough’s (1974b, 1981) consideration of Chuukese religious beliefs that
problematizes Western definitions of religion, and Mahoney’s (1970) investigations of the
ways Chuukese conceptualizations of “spirit-power” inform their views on Western
medicine (Rubinstein 1999:328).

Dernbach (2005), who worked under Marshall,

investigated traditional religious beliefs on Chuuk to understand the role of spirit
possession during periods of death and mourning. Dobbin and Hezel (2011), drawing
from mainly archival material, have also more recently compiled a useful examination of
numerous Micronesian religions to argue that they are indeed quite particular to
Micronesia and should not be conflated with belief systems of other Oceanic societies.
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Perhaps one of the most authoritative analyses of traditional Micronesian
religions, however, comes from Goodenough’s later effort, Under Heaven’s Brow: Pre‐
Christian Religious Tradition in Chuuk (2002), where he extensively details years of
ethnographic research on the subject and finally concludes with a solution to the
definitional problem (of “religion”) he addressed in his earlier works: “Beliefs, customs,
and institutions may be considered religious to the extent that people use them as vehicles
for managing the emotional and other psychological problems relating to the
maintenance and/or realization of the self” (Goodenough 2002:414).
Kiste noted over a decade ago that “contemporary religious life, the indigenization
of Christianity, and the proliferation of Protestant denominations and other new faiths in
recent years [in Micronesia] offer potentially exciting areas of future work” (1999:462).
Upon review, this observation seems appropriate due to a gap of studies in the literature
on such recent transformations. Of the few anthropological works that have examined
Christianity and its impacts, one comes from Marshall and Marshall (1990) who, when
looking at the role of women’s groups in Chuuk that were engaged in efforts to reduce
alcohol consumption on the island, “examined how these women’s goals intersect with
the influences of Christian denominations, incipient social classes, and a growing degree
of self-government, in an attempt to shift political behavior beyond traditional gender
and family expectations” (Petersen 1999). Beyond the Marshalls’ ethnographic work on
Chuuk, one must turn to Hezel’s (2012) recent survey and analysis of Christianity’s
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history and influence in Micronesian societies to best understand the cultural
transformations that have been occurring in this highly missionized region of the world.
SOCIOCULTURAL CHANGE
Especially when it comes to dissertation research in the FSM, sociocultural change
has been an interest of numerous scholars in the various states. Kiste’s (1999) review
identifies multiple research foci such as Flinn’s (1982) and Reafsnyder’s (1984) research
on the changes toward urbanization as Chuukese outer-island inhabitants migrate to
population centers in search for economic opportunity. Political change in Pohnpei has
been examined by Hughes (1968) who looked at the convergence of democratic
institutions and traditional political organization.

Petersen (1977) began his long

engagement of research in Micronesia studying the changing political and commercial
processes occurring in Pohnpei and their impact on agricultural production. And Evans
(1988) and Lingenfelter (1971) similarly conducted dissertation research on changing
political organizations on Pohnpei and Yap, respectively (Kiste 1999:457).
As Kiste (1999:457) further surveys, Ph.D. research on social change in the FSM
also included the following: an ethnographic study of a community of resettled outerislanders in Pohnpei (Emerick 1960); changing systems of land-tenure in Yap (Marksbury
1979) and Chuuk (Nason 1970); depopulation on Yap (Stevens 1950) and repopulation on
Kosrae (Ritter 1978); changing patterns of food production and consumption on Chuuk
(Steager 1972; Severance 1976) and Pohnpei (Dahlquist 1972; Demory 1976); research on
significant events that rapidly transformed island societies in Kosrae (Schaefer 1976); and
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finally, a couple of dissertations specifically on the experiences of the elderly (Borthwick
1977 [Chuuk]) and women (Kihleng 1996 [Pohnpei]) in changing societies. Along with
these dissertation works, James Peoples’s ethnography, Islands in Trust: Culture Change
and Dependence in a Micronesian Economy (1985), also examines the effects of a long history
of colonization in Kosrae and the changes that have occurred on the island as a result of
its dependent relationship with foreign powers (principally, the United States). Historian
David Hanlon’s (1998) Remaking Micronesia: Discourses over Development in a Pacific
Territory, 1944-1982 deserves mention here as well since it critically examines (from a
post-structuralist/neo-Marxist orientation) disturbing societal transformations in the
region that result from the oppressive hegemony of U.S. policies during the TTPI period.
The research on Yap’s Main Island group from Lingenfelter (1975) and Marksbury
(1979) grapples with the very complex nature of Yapese social organization and includes
information that will facilitate an analysis of intersections of cultural heritage and the
perceived loss of knowledge and protocols that support inter-village relationships and
connections. More recently, the ethno-historic work of anthropologist Lin Poyer (1983,
1993) offers an abundance of fascinating insights into the complex interplay between
historical consciousness and identity. She writes of transformations that occurred on a
Pohnpeian outer island as residents negotiated the reality of a historic massacre to
understand themselves and their community in their present.
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APPLIED ANTHROPOLOGY IN MICRONESIA
Applied anthropology in Micronesia can be conceived of as driven primarily by
two separate agendas.

The first agenda becomes apparent when considering the

historical development of anthropological research provided above. As the United States
gained control over the region after the defeat of the Japanese, there developed a demand
for anthropological knowledge in helping colonial officials manage and administer the
various island societies—hence, the development of government funded programs such
as USCC, CIMA, and SIM reviewed above.

Also already mentioned, one role

anthropologists took on was to help train administrators and military serviceman who
were in need of information on the specific cultural environments they would soon find
themselves in.

As a U.S. Naval commander, Murdock played a key role in these

successful efforts that eventually helped him earn the trust and institutional capital
within the government that was needed to support many of the programs that he had a
leading role in developing (Kiste and Falgout 1999). Once the applied programs were
underway, anthropologists also gained further importance as officials in the
administration of the United States Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (USTTPI) or as
field consultants in various districts of the territory (Kiste and Falgout 1999:28-29). As
one of the first staff anthropologists in the territory, Homer G. Barnett held that the
applied role of the anthropologists working with the government “was [as] a technical or
scientific specialist who was to be a neutral intermediary link as an interpreter between
the administration and the islanders.

The anthropologist was to advise on the
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implementation of projects, evaluate the success of programs, and conduct research of
theoretical interest to anthropology or practical importance to the administration” (Kiste
and Falgout 1999:34). This professional relationship between applied practitioners and
government administrators continued throughout the first three decades of American
anthropological involvement in Micronesia and ended, as was outlined above, when the
shift towards individual, academically driven research took place in the 1960s.
The second wave of applied anthropology in Micronesia was much less intensive
(Kiste and Falgout 1999; Kiste 1999) and was precipitated by the withdrawal of
government support for anthropologists which helped disentangle a relationship
between the academy and the government that had become increasingly critiqued during
the Vietnam era. The applied anthropology in Micronesia that was conducted was
redirected primarily to issues of cultural change and concern for the well-being of the
islanders (Hezel 1999).

And as Kiste acknowledges, “The most extensive use of

anthropology for applied purposes today is found not in the endeavors of professional
anthropologists, but in the efforts of the Jesuit priest, educator, and scholar, Francis X.
Hezel” (1999:452). The vast contributions of Hezel must certainly be acknowledged—
including his establishment of the Micronesian Seminar (a prominent web-based
platform for collecting and disseminating Micronesian research among islanders) and the
numerous articles he authored 22 that address a myriad of Micronesian issues such as

22

Much of Hezel’s work can be found on the MicSem website (Micronesian Seminar 2016).
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“youth delinquency, alcohol use and abuse, teen suicide, child and spouse abuse, and the
changing structure and organization of family life” (Kiste 1999:452)23.
Youth delinquency was also a focus for applied work from anthropologist Donald
H. Rubinstein (1980) who endeavored to provide more clarity on the reasons behind
perceived increases in crime and anti-social behavior (including suicide) among youths
in Yap. Rubenstein argues that “education, social mobility, and family change” were the
three main “social disruptions that were producing confusion among Micronesia youth”
(Hezel 1999:307). Along with Rubinstein (1980), the alarming frequency of suicide among
the youth has likewise been a significant concern for Hezel as well (e.g., Hezel 1984, 1985)
as the two collaborated to identify the reasons behind the increased rates of the practice.
While they disagreed on specific factors, both held that the changes in the traditional
lineage systems (including the elaborate extended kinship patterns) were to blame. And
finally, one of the most visible efforts of applied practice in Micronesia also came with
Marshall’s Weekend Warriors: Alcohol in a Micronesian Culture (1979) that produced
research pointing to alcohol abuse in Chuuk as an underlying causal factor for social
problems (especially with young men). This work extended Mahoney’s (1974) research
in Palau on alcohol abuse to show that for young men in Chuuk heavy drinking provided

Father Hezel’s work in Micronesia, and most specifically the FSM, spans almost five decades and he is
arguably the most prolific scholar on Micronesian society to date. On multiple occasions I was very fortunate
to be able to work with Hezel on HPO-related business and activities. His experience with and insights into
cultural heritage, history and historic preservation are highly valued and relevant to the analysis that follows.
23
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an outlet for aggressiveness that no longer was sanctioned through a warrior class. The
research of both Mahoney and Marshall also inspired similar attention from Hezel (1981).
In recent years, tourism has also become an area of interest for applied
practitioners as it has become apparent that new economic strategies were in order if the
region was to ever break free from its dependence on the United States. Nason’s study
of handicraft production and tourism development in Micronesia, for instance, suggested
that “changes in handicrafts are the result of tourism generated social and economic
impacts that are also directly linked to perceptions of ethnic identity in island
communities” (1984:423). And Mansperger’s (1992, 1995) research on tourism in Yap
argues that the benefits may outweigh the costs as the economic rewards are being met
with strategies that reduce many cultural impacts often associated with tourism in the
developing world.
APPLIED CULTURAL HERITAGE PRESERVATION IN THE FSM
Historical preservation in the FSM is a development that began in earnest after the
Trust Territory nations gained their independence (for the FSM, in 1986). Soon after
ratification of the Compact of Free Association (COFA) between the islands and the
United States, funding was provided to develop the Micronesian Endowment for Historic
Preservation which led to the opening of Historic Preservation Offices in each of the four
states of the FSM (Burns 2008). The following brief review discusses some of the work
conducted by applied anthropologists working with these HPOs. As above, the small
review below does not include a survey of archaeological research (with the exception of
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Pohnpeian archaeologist Rufino Mauricio, whom I do introduce), but mainly concerns
the very limited ethnographic peer-reviewed publications available from practitioners.
It also includes non-ethnographic contributions from scholars and professionals that
report on the practices and effectiveness of historic preservation programs in Micronesia.
Nero (1999) notes that several native anthropologists have been instrumental in
historic preservation on their islands, including one of the first Micronesians to earn a
Ph.D. in anthropology, Katharine Kesolei of Palau. Kesolei is credited “for bringing oral
traditions into the serious study of history in Micronesia, and for emphasizing their
performative aspects” (Nero 1999:288). Another important local anthropologist is Rufino
Mauricio, an archaeologist in Pohnpei who for many years held the position of Historic
Preservation Officer for the FSM. Mauricio was directly involved with the collection and
maintenance of oral histories in the FSM (especially his home state of Pohnpei) and is also
an important member of a team of professionals involved with seeking the UNESCO
World Heritage nomination for Pohnpei’s Nan Madol archaeological site.
Over a decade ago, anthropologist Allan Burns spent time in the nation training
local staff of the HPO in Kosrae on video techniques and other technologies that could
help the office better preserve their heritage.

In his article on the applied visual

anthropology he conducted, Burns (2008) details many of the issues he faced as well as
the hopeful outcomes of the project that empowers locals to find ways to use the visual
medium to produce alternative representations on local television broadcasts (Kosraeans
identified Western movies and television as having a negative impact on their society).
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The Micronesian Journal of the Humanities and Social Sciences (2002-2006) has also
been a productive platform for applied researchers to present articles on heritage
preservation and cultural tourism.

Among the peer-reviewed articles written by

anthropologists, several report on work in the FSM. These include: Spennemann’s (2003)
study on Micronesian attitudes toward heritage preservation that focused on teachers
and students; Metzgar’s (2004) article documenting observations of innovative strategies
toward preserving traditional practices during the making of an ethnographic film in
Yap; Beardsley’s (2006) examination of the benefits of preserving and utilizing traditional
Micronesian knowledge and practices in creative ways that can help islanders regain
economic sustainability; O’Neill & Spennemann’s (2006a) review and critical
examination of the funding dynamics of heritage preservation in Micronesia that often
inform heritage practices that are not locally determined;

Ayer’s (2006) review of the

benefits and shortcomings of training programs for HPO archaeologists; O’Neill &
Spennemann’s (2006b) study of the negative perceptions Micronesians hold toward
heritage preservation efforts; Mauricio’s (2006) examination of the importance of local
efforts and attitudes toward preserving and protecting heritage resources; King’s (2006)
interesting reflection on how Micronesian heritage practices are influencing heritage
preservation programs in the United States; and Jeffery’s (2006) study of the cultural
resource management of Chuuk’s famous lagoon (containing over 50 sunken vessels
destroyed during the Pacific War) that explores methods of management as well as the
value the lagoon holds for the local communities.
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Two additional works that deserves mention include The Book of Luelen (Bernart
1977) in which a team of researches located and translated the first written document by
a Pohnpeian. The Book of Luelen is “a compilation of the legends, myths, chants, songs,
spells, and botanical lore of Pohnpei Island” (Ballendorf 2005) and thus represents a
major primary source of the oral histories on the island of Pohnpei. The second would
be Mitchell’s The Folktales of Micronesia (1973) which includes over 200 pages of various
legends and folktales from the region that the author, a folklorist, was able to find through
archival research and interviews with over 30 Micronesians. Both are important resources
for heritage preservation.
Finally, of value in the present study is the recent critical examination provided by
Brian Diettrich. Diettrich’s (2015) assesses of the shortcomings of historic preservation
efforts in the FSM and argues the nation should to do much more to preserve intangible
cultural heritage found in such cultural expressions as performances. His critique echoes
critical discourses on heritage by implicating the historical development of policies
toward preservation that have been mandated by U.S. agencies in the past and continue
to inform national cultural heritage policy today. Diettrich presents many of the same
arguments that my study engages. Furthermore, his research overlaps in time with my
work in the FSM that directly addresses these arguments.
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CONCLUSION
In Yap and the FSM, the field of anthropology itself has a significant heritage that
is critical to consider in the present investigation. This chapter has presented that heritage
as comprehensively as possible in the allowable space by surveying the long history of
ethnographic activities in this corner of the Pacific. More than simply a literature review
of the body of anthropological works on Yap and the FSM, two fundamental arguments
can also be made upon considering all provided here. First, our discipline owes a great
deal to the region as a site from which to explore and investigate a wide range of
anthropological developments and tensions. Prior scholars have engaged in descriptive
salvage anthropology on a lesser level, but most pursued either important theoretical
engagements or practical applied concerns. It is easy to understand how successive
colonial regimes, two World Wars and a decades long American presence in the region
have influenced cultural and societal changes there dramatically. But we can also argue
that on a lesser level, the discipline of anthropology has also seen transformations as well
as a result of its heavy involvement in Micronesia over the last century. Utilizing
anthropological methods and approaches to investigate cultures in transition, scholars
and practitioners from our field have been able to generate anthropological knowledge
that has significantly contributed to our discipline’s development to this day.
The other key point to be taken from this review is that Yap’s postcolonial present
continues to be informed by a long, colonial project of which anthropologists played a
significant role in many ways. In other words, just as Yap and the FSM have held value
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for anthropologists, anthropologists and their work have held various important values
for Yapese. Yapese cultural heritage today is in some ways shaped by the ethnographic
presents of the past that have been recorded by anthropologists and others for well over
a hundred years. As authorized representations of the past, the works of anthropologists
over the years continue to have power today in informing local Yapese identities as well
as their views and values of their culture and heritage. Specific examples of how
productions find value today for Yapese will be examined in later chapters. For now, the
central argument here is that Yapese cultural heritage is bound together with our
discipline’s heritage in the region in complex ways as anthropological discourses inform
local heritage discourse production. Furthermore, as a project once tied to colonial efforts
(as beneficial and well-intended as they may have been), it is also worth considering how
threads of colonial discourses continue to inform our approaches and practices today.
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CHAPTER 5:
ETHNOGRAPHIC METHODS, RESEARCH, AND PRACTICE
IN YAP STATE AND THE FSM
INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides the reader with a thorough presentation of the practical
dimensions of my study. As such, it is structured in way that may seem a bit unorthodox
for typical methodology chapters in dissertations. This is mainly because my study is
slightly unorthodox in some ways as well. The circumstances that make my study
different than most, however, also helped to deepen and enrich my analysis and findings
in ways that could not have occurred in a conventional research design. This was because
not only was I conducting a conventional applied study involving months of participant
observation and extensive interviewing, but I also was very fortunate to be doing so
alongside approximately two years of serious professional practice in the field where I
learned the ins-and-outs of HPO activities and became highly versed in the discourses of
the NPS and UNESCO.

My deep involvement as a practitioner with the HPOs

experientially “enculturated” me into the local heritage process, giving me both an
“insider” and “outsider” positionality as a researcher when combined with my separate
dissertation work. This has given me an authority to speak on the cultural heritage
process in Yap in ways unavailable to most researchers. This chapter will therefore
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illuminate for readers how this unique positionality was negotiated methodologically,
practically, and ethically as well.
I have found the best way to approach this chapter’s presentation is with a twopart discussion with each part being further structured to consider both my professional
heritage practices and my formal research on the Yapese heritage process. The first part
below will thus examine the broad significance of ethnographic methodologies that have
found value in heritage studies more generally. This will be, in short, a literature review
of methods and approaches that practitioners and academic researchers involved with a
variety of cultural heritage issues should consider in their work. The second half of the
chapter will then outline important elements of the study’s development and specific
research methodologies put into practice used to investigate the cultural heritage process
in Yap and also present a case study on the value of ethnographic methods that were
used with the Yap State ICH Program (which was a significant element of my
professional activities and will thus be discussed further in the next chapter as well).
Before concluding the chapter, I will also examine important ethical considerations that
arose during my study and how they were managed.

CHOOSING METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES FOR HERITAGE
ANTHROPOLOGICAL METHODS FOR CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTICE
Charlotte Andrews suggests that since “the burgeoning field of Heritage Studies
does not yet offer a set of established methodologies to choose from, researchers are
134

challenged, but also free, to employ novel lines of enquiry towards our aim of a more
complex and satisfying understanding of heritage” (2009:140). Part of the reason for this
lack of established methodologies is that heritage studies are “the archetypal
interdisciplinary study area” (Uzzell 2009:327). Architects, historians, archaeologists,
marketers and other professionals have all had an interest in cultural heritage and
shaping discourses on how it should be understood and managed. It seems, however,
that cultural anthropologists have had a comparatively lesser role in heritage practices
despite having what can be argued as the most appropriate methodological tool-kit for
cultural heritage research and practice. This may be due to the discipline’s relatively late
arrival to the heritage scene, or it could be because heritage traditionally deals with the
material pasts of cultures and, until recently, discounted intangible cultural heritage and
the role of heritage more generally as a process that is negotiated in the present. Sørensen
and Carman’s (2009) recent edited volume attempts to address this issue by bringing
together anthropological perspectives on heritage methodologies and suggesting that
they can be divided between those that investigate texts, people, and things. Yet, only
two of the 17 contributors are cultural anthropologists (most are archaeologists), and
despite its value in other areas the perspectives provided offer little in the way of methods
specifically for cultural heritage practitioners.
It is clear, however, that cultural anthropologists are equipped with a wide range
of theories and methods that are particularly valuable for cultural heritage work in both
academic studies as well as in practice. The following section will examine some of these
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methodologies by first briefly considering their use in producing knowledge on the
heritage process and then focusing more specifically on methods that are valuable for
practitioners working on heritage projects.
ANTHROPOLOGICAL METHODS IN THEORY-DRIVEN HERITAGE STUDIES
Anthropologists have endeavored to examine several cultural processes at work
with cultural heritage including, among others, the relationships between heritage and
identity, issues of authenticity and commodification, contested cultural heritage, tourism
and heritage, and the political economy of heritage. Along with these specific topics,
generally speaking academically informed research agendas have tended to either
provide various critiques of the heritage process or to further develop arguments that
cultural heritage has value as an empowering tool for resisting dominant discourses and
objectifying narratives. Cultural heritage as a phenomenon, for these broader theoretical
approaches, becomes for anthropologists an object of study that can provide important
insights into cultural processes more generally. For this reason, it is understandable to
conclude that the theoretical approaches to cultural heritage can incorporate the whole
range of traditional anthropological methods available, as well as textual and historical
methods that aid in diachronic, macroscopic analyses that can help situate the heritage
process in time and space. Bruner’s (1996) study at Elmina Castle in Ghana and Palmer’s
(2009) study of the relationship between British heritage sites and identity, for example,
demonstrate the importance of this holistic, historically informed ethnographic approach.
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As Filippucci points out, traditional ethnographic methods have also become very
useful in helping to understand the “perceptions, attitudes, and motivations of those
involved in the heritage process” (2009:320). These are central to my investigation as will
be seen. At heritage sites, participant observation and the wide range of interviewing
methods that have defined the discipline’s qualitative approach can help in gaining a
richer appraisal of the heritage process’s significance to those whose past is represented,
as well as to those who it is presented to. In this way, the anthropological endeavor is to
interpret (Geertz 1973) what is happening through the “identification and analysis of
structures of signification within the…[heritage] sites” (Palmer 2009:129).

The

interpretive approach that can be taken through ethnographic research on heritage
appears to me to be one of the most productive ways to build theory in cultural heritage
studies. Leavesley et al.’s investigation of cultural heritage management in Papua New
Guinea, for instance, incorporates the theoretical and practical significance of kastom in
local articulations of heritage, thereby contributing to understandings of “indigenous
mechanisms of information distribution” (2005:11) and the ways the past is understood
and used in non-Western cultures. A primary goal of my research has been to similarly
examine the local views on heritage and the ways in which Yapese maintain such
elements of their heritage as traditions and customs in the present. Insights gained
through an ethnographic investigation of these questions may have theoretical
significance in studies of indigenous models of cultural transmission. They also have
practical significance by providing understandings of how these indigenous processes
can inform a more participatory, locally derived cultural heritage approach.
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The examples above were brought forward to highlight the suggestion that
academic approaches to cultural heritage can investigate numerous elements of the
heritage process that help to build knowledge on cultural processes more generally. The
ethnographic methods useful in such studies are the same found throughout the
discipline and could include any and all practices that have found their way into our
discipline’s methodological toolkit. For applied practitioners who are engaged in cultural
heritage projects, however, several of these traditional methods stand out as being more
practical and appropriate in their work. The following section will now address these.
METHODS FOR APPLIED CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTITIONERS
One of the hallmarks of cultural anthropology that has traditionally set the
discipline apart from others is its methodological approach centering on extended
ethnographic fieldwork and participant observation. It should be no surprise that
numerous specific methods used by ethnographers to collect qualitative and quantitative
data on cultures and societies are appropriate when collecting information useful for
cultural heritage.

Of course, one of the main differences between traditional

ethnographic work and the data collection required with cultural heritage is that for the
most part cultural heritage data is largely understood to concern aspects of the past while
ethnography is performed with living cultures. Yet the past lives on in the present and
ethnographic methods can not only allow us to see the significance of the past for
particular cultures, but also to identify, document, and analyze elements of the past and
present that are valued by living populations and presented as cultural heritage.
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An important ethnographic method for collecting data on cultural heritage is
detailed participant observation of both the heritage process specifically, as well as daily
life within the community more generally. Schensul et al. acknowledge that participant
observation is indeed “the starting point in ethnographic research” because, among other
things, it helps to build rapport, establish relationships, and give researchers “cultural
experiences that can be discussed with key informants or participants” (2012:77). For
applied cultural anthropologists, this broad methodological approach is also crucial for
collecting data on intangible cultural heritage. It is important to gain access to key
heritage stakeholders to take the time in the field to allow the “strange to become familiar,
the familiar strange” (O’Reilly 2012:92). In studies such as mine where researchers are
able to spend many months in the field, it also gives us the opportunity to build the trust
of those whom we work and interact with daily. As O’Reilly points out “Trust is
something that is earned, over time, by being there, listening eagerly, taking part, sharing
stories and food, empathising, and by learning the culture of the other so as not to offend
or disrupt too much” (2012:94). In foreign lands, we are the foreigners and the longer we
reside and live alongside our hosts, the easier it is to break down barriers and develop
close friendships and understandings that make cross-cultural communication easier and
more natural and open. A key component to participant observation is also taking mental
and written notes of experiences and feelings as often as possible during this process.
Researchers should also be mindful of their own positions and keep in mind that
“participation observation is an embodied activity; and a reflexive practice that must
acknowledge our own role in the practice and unfolding of daily life” (O’Reilly 2012:99).
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Another important goal of participant observation is to learn the native language as best
as possible: “As you immerse yourself in the group you will learn the cultural language
as well as the spoken language and learning this language enables you to begin to
understand the group more fully” (O’Reilly 2012:95). Later in the chapter, I will discuss
the details of my study’s participation observation experiences and other methods, as
well as circumstances that prevented me from fully learning the difficult Yapese
language.
Along with participant observation, interviewing study participants is a crucial
methodology that allows researchers to engage their topics more directly by soliciting
data that focuses on research questions and issues pertinent to the investigation. For
cultural heritage work, this could include structured, unstructured, semi-structured, and
in-depth interviews (Bernard 2011) with the various stakeholders involved in heritage
projects. Interviews should be held in places and at times convenient to participants and
should also be “collaborative rather than interrogative” in nature (O’Reilly 2012:118). As
to be discussed more fully below, 27 semi-structured in-depth interviews were used in
my study to gain a wide range of understandings on how Yapese value and use their
cultural heritage in their daily lives. Ethnographic studies such as mine tend to employ
semi-structured interviews or “rely on unstructured discussions in order to encourage
reflexivity, to give people time to delve into their thoughts, to express their contradictory
opinions, their doubts, their fears, their hopes and so on” (O’Reilly 2012:120).
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Along with the traditional ethnographic methods above that help to engage the
cultural heritage process more broadly, there are also the practical approaches to cultural
heritage work that require methods specifically useful in the daily duties of historic
preservation professionals. Cultural anthropologists working in such capacities rely on,
for instance, methods of collecting oral histories from key members of societies whose
knowledge of past events, traditions, and other important information is valued to be
worthy of preservation.

Recording life histories is also a common technique for

ethnographers. As O’Reilly notes, “life histories are interviews in which an individual is
interviewed on a specific topic in the context of their whole life story,” and different from
oral histories which “are historical interviews that focus their attention on a time period,
event, theme, or part of a life” (2015:128). The methods to obtain and preserve this
traditional knowledge can include recorded audio interviews or, as is more often taking
place today, incorporating video technologies as well. When possible, recording events,
activities, rituals and other cultural performances with field-notes, video and audio
technologies is also a practical way that intangible heritage can be documented and
preserved for future generations.
The need to record and preserve cultural performances and other forms of
intangible heritage through video can indeed be the main purpose of some heritage
projects. Allan Burns’ (2008) project in Kosrae, FSM, for instance, helped to not only
produce ethnographic videos that provided a permanent record of Kosraean culture, but
also in training indigenous islanders on ethnographic techniques and filmmaking. While
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Burns’s project provides a useful example of how the heritage process can be
collaborative and participatory, it also demonstrates the value of such methods in helping
cultures resist acculturation since the videos were produced with the aim of providing
alternatives to the “wave of Western and Japanese media [that] was about to inundate
the indigenous society with commercial programming” (Burns 2008:19).

Former staff

archaeologist for the FSM HPO, Adam Thompson, also produced several visual
ethnographic works to assist the office with preservation and public education activities.
I too used video technologies in several projects undertaken with the Yap State HPO that
will be discussed below. This involved methods such as collecting, researching, and
organizing the archival materials available, as well as seeking out new cultural heritage
material through the process of participant observation and connecting with important
stakeholders in order to identify those elements of the past in need of preserving. In
several cases, visual methodologies helped me to also educate the Yapese public on
heritage related activities.
Filippucci notes that “heritage professionals use ethnography, interviewing and
qualitative research all the time because this type of research is predicated on
participation and contribution of the public” (2009:321).

Ideally, cultural heritage

practice is highly collaborative and includes input from all stakeholders involved in order
to equitably present the past in an often socially inequitable present. One method to
encourage broader public participation is to openly invite all interested community
members to planned events that can in effect be similar to focus group interviews. With

142

this method, participants are encouraged to attend and share information on their
cultural heritage they identify and the information they are comfortable with being
recorded. The role of practitioners with events such as these could best be described as
that of a facilitator. This method can also help with such matters as building rapport with
the community, identifying previously unknown cultural heritage resources, gauging
local attitudes towards the heritage projects, and educating the public on the historical
significance of the resources presented. This methodology was very useful for several of
my projects with the Yap State HPO and helped to ensure that the cultural heritage
process met the present needs of the community.
Questionnaires and surveys can also help in supplementing the qualitative
investigations by providing more directed information about how, for instance, cultural
heritage is understood within the broader community. They can also produce a range of
demographic and economic statistics that can help to inform the policies and procedures
required in managing the heritage process or evaluating the social and economic impacts
of heritage sites. During my first few months in the field working in Pohnpei, for
instance, I had the responsibility of developing an exit survey for tourists at the airport
that sought data on visits to the Nan Madol heritage site on the island. This information
was needed as part of the development of a formal management plan to be included in
the application for UNESCO’s World Heritage program. In general, however, issues of
validity with questionnaires (Sǿrensen and Carman 2009:7) and other practical problems
such as obtaining appropriate samples or acquiring funds for creating, distributing, and
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analyzing quantitative measures make these approaches less appealing for cultural
heritage practitioners.
A final methodological issue for applied anthropological work in historic
preservation concerns archival methods for inventorying and preserving cultural
resources.

While not traditionally ethnographic in nature, these methods are an

important part of the heritage process and include digitizing historical documents and
photos, providing context for these resources, and cataloguing them appropriately so that
they are easily available for future use. These practices are also integral to the proper
presentation of cultural heritage in contexts such as local history and cultural museums.
Because of our training, cultural anthropologists are sensitive to the “museum effect”
(Alpers 1991), and methods that ensure the past is presented in its proper context are vital
in order to equitably represent the range of cultural heritages on display and also to
minimize misinterpretations. Through ethnographic work, we can also identify those
tensions and contestations that may be present amid the heritage process and how they
may best be mediated in order to present a more complete representation of a shared
past. This includes developing methods aimed at better communicating ethnographic
information to the public so that it can be interpreted more adequately. Such methods
require producing written narratives in the form of brochures, signage, or museum
displays to accompany cultural heritage resources. It can also include designing webbased cultural heritage presentations that can reach a larger audience if desired. With all
of these methods of presenting cultural heritage, researchers and practitioners need to,
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again, be cognizant of their representational authority and how the heritage they are
helping to construct is mediated by the public as well as themselves.

METHODOLOGICAL APPLICATION AND PRACTICE IN THE FIELD
Having reviewed methodologies and approaches that are useful for studies
researching cultural heritage and applied cultural heritage practices, this section will now
outline the specific research methodologies put into practice in my study. It will begin
by presenting details of my entry into the field and my role as the cultural anthropologist
for the FSM. Next, a description of the ethnographic approach to data collection will be
given, including the important methods employed in participant observation and indepth interviewing. Following this, I will discuss the process of qualitative analysis that
was undertaken to produce my interpretations and conclusions before turning to a case
study on the applications of ethnographic methods as a professional practitioner. The
final section of the chapter will then look at the ethical considerations that arose during
my time researching and practicing in Yap.
Methodologically speaking, my positionality vis-à-vis my research and
professional work was quite unique and led to a rather unorthodox study design. As the
remainder of this chapter demonstrates, methods and approaches to obtaining data were
varied according to whether they were deployed in activities for the work I conducted
for the HPO’s or specifically utilized in my dissertation research outside of work. My
professional engagement with cultural heritage was defined by my job duties and
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responsibilities and this meant that my work ultimately served the institutional goals of
FSM and Yap State HPOs (which were in turn defined indirectly by the NPS). My
professional methodologies were therefore largely shaped by the standards and
procedures that guided the HPOs. My personal research for this study, however, had a
related but separate goal of generating academic knowledge surrounding my research
questions and to also provide applied insights that may serve the local stakeholder
communities whom I ultimately sought to assist. There was, of course, overlapping
dimensions of practice and research that ultimately facilitated a richer, more holistic
study approach, but for the most part I attempted to always make sure that my two
identities remained as separate as possible. As I will mention later, there was a real
ethical concern that I draw a clear line between my two positions (practitioner and
researcher) and this was indeed difficult at times for several reasons.
ENTERING THE FIELD: POHNPEI STATE AND NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION
OFFICES
In April of 2012 I was offered the position of staff cultural anthropologist for the
Federated States of Micronesia. After a few months of processing paperwork and
preparing for my contracted position, I left in September 2012 to officially begin my duties
in Pohnpei. At that stage, I did not know exactly which state of the FSM I would be
stationed; I only knew that I would spend a few months in Pohnpei first. This made it
difficult to prepare for my research in many ways, most importantly by preventing me
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from knowing which culture and language I should learn as much as possible about
beforehand.
On the way to Pohnpei, I made a mandatory one-day stop in San Francisco to meet
with an official for the U.S. National Park Service (NPS). As a required orientation, I was
very briefly introduced to relevant NPS guidelines and procedures for ethnographic
work in the FSM HPO’s. The funding for my position in the FSM was provided through
a Historic Preservation Funds grant from the U.S. National Parks Service, Department of
Interior.

In order to maintain this funding, the NPS requires that contracts with

professionals such as historians, archaeologists and cultural anthropologists include
provisions that must be met and deliverables that must be produced. Along with the
duties required by the HPOs,24 professionals must also produce and turn into the NPS
two formal reports per year on projects completed.

As I learned, the two-project

requirement was a new development as previous professionals were only required to
complete one. I was informed that former professionals did not complete their required
projects and thus the NPS stiffened the policy by adding a second report to our duties—
presumably to ensure that at least one big project would be completed and turned in.
Upon arrival in Pohnpei, I met with my supervisor Augustine Kohler, the Acting
Director of the Office of National Archives, Culture and Historic Preservation. Kohler is
also National FSM Historic Preservation Officer and he assigned me duties with the

24

See Appendix F for the official job description for my position, along with the expected duties to be
performed.
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Pohnpei State Historic Preservation Office where I continued to work until early January
of 2013. I concurrently worked with Kohler on national issues as well. During my first
four months, I thus performed a wide range of duties including helping the Pohnpei HPO
with project designs (known as “project notifications,” or “PNs”) that needed to be
revised to meet NPS standards. I also wrote a grant proposal for additional funding for
a new Pohnpei HPO office and cultural museum and assisted FSM archaeologist Adam
Thompson with several projects, including a public educational video to inform Pohnpei
stakeholders of the work underway on Nan Madol’s UNESCO World Heritage
nomination. Work done for the national office included researching and drafting a
national cultural resource and research policy and several activities that were part of the
aforementioned UNESCO World Heritage nomination for Pohnpei’s ancient megalithic
Nan Madol site (which at the time was being considered as part of serial nomination with
a similar site in Kosrae called Lelu). These UNESCO related activities included designing
an airport exit survey to assess tourist activities and interest in Nan Madol, planning and
participating in a UNESCO funded workshop on the development of a management plan
for the nomination, and drafting a preliminary management plan report to be delivered
to UNESCO as required. While in Pohnpei, I also assisted Yap State by writing a grant
application for the U.S. Ambassador’s Fund for Cultural Preservation.
In November of 2012, it was decided I would be relocated to Yap State to continue
my duties there. This decision was largely based on the nation’s recent ratification of
UNESCO’s Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH).
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Because of Yap State’s rich cultural heritage, it was decided that Yap would be the
location of the nation’s first activities with UNESCO’s ICH program. As the cultural
anthropologist on staff, I was thus assigned a leading role in developing Yap State’s ICH
program from the start. During the second week of January 2013, I moved to Yap State
where I would remain until my contract was completed in November of 2014.
APPLIED CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTICE AT THE YAP STATE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE
Arriving in Yap State on January 10, 2013 I immediately began my duties assisting
the Yap State HPO with its preservation activities and met with numerous heritage
stakeholders whom I would work with at various times during my 23 months on the
Main Islands. The HPO office is located in Yap's capital city of Colonia among a complex
of business and governmental facilities. While the vast majority of my work was done in
the office, my activities also took me to many of the villages throughout Yap for various
projects, consultations and community events.
At the time of my arrival, the Yap HPO employed four full-time staff members
(two more employees had just recently left their positions), and was led by Yap State
Historic Preservation Officer, Francis Reg, who became my closest colleague in the office
and was instrumental in all of the projects and activities in which I was involved. In time,
additional staff members were hired to fill needed positions and, as of December, 2014,
there were eight full-time staff members. Along with HPO staff, I also frequently
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interacted and worked with state leadership and traditional chiefs as part of my duties.25
Yap has a state constitution that recognizes the traditional leadership structure.
Commonly referred to as “The Fourth Branch,” as stated in Article III of the State
Constitution, the two traditional chiefly councils (the Council of Pilung for Main Island
chiefs and the Council of Tamol for the OI chiefs) “shall perform functions which concern
tradition and custom” (FSM Supreme Court Home Page 2016). I held numerous
consultations with both councils whenever we needed approval for projects or were
asked to report on their progress. I was also in close contact with the Yap Visitor's Bureau,
a key stakeholder in heritage related issues on the islands
My position as the contracted cultural anthropologist for the FSM meant that I
was in the awkward position of reporting to both the national HPO as well as Yap’s HPO.
Complicating things even further, my employment contract was actually with Pohnpei
State since they had the administrative capacity to administer the NPS funds for my
position. Furthermore, because of the requirements in place for my position, I was
indirectly accountable to the NPS as well.26 Indeed, throughout my time under contract
it was unclear to me exactly to whom I was contractually obligated to serve. Thankfully,
there never arose any conflicts between the FSM HPOs concerning my activities; Officer

The Yap state HPO was under the jurisdiction of the state’s executive branch and reported directly to the
Department of Youth and Civil Affairs which in turn was under the Office of the Governor.
25

26

As to be expected, at times this arrangement led to difficulties. The biggest resulting issue that I faced was
that my annual contract was not renewed on time and I was unemployed for three months until new NPS
mandated provisions were included in the new contract. It also became my responsibility to re-draft the
proposed contract to be reviewed by NPS and Pohnpei State. This process was very difficult given the U.S.
government shut down at the time and I did not have contact with NPS during this period. I thus had to go
three months without pay and was still uncertain if the issue would be resolved.
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Reg and National HPO Officer Kohler were always incredibly flexible with me and each
other over my duties. The constraints on my position imposed by the NPS, however,
often led to challenges that Kohler and Reg assisted me with managing.
Having settled in to my position in Yap, one of my immediate priorities was
helping to organize and plan for a March 2013 UNESCO sponsored workshop on
safeguarding intangible cultural heritage.

It became my duty to collaborate with

UNESCO’s Programme Specialist for Culture in the Pacific, Dr. Akatsuki Takahashi on
the organization of the workshop and to learn all I could about UNESCO’s ICH program.
This meant that I effectively became the nation’s expert on the program and my role was
to communicate to local stakeholders all I could about the FSM’s ratification of
UNESCO’s ICH Convention and what that meant for Yap as the state selected to be the
first to implement ICH safeguarding measures.
My first project was to produce an educational video explaining UNESCO’s ICH
program and the opportunity for Yap, as well as informing stakeholders of the upcoming
March workshop. Once produced, I then attended several meetings where I presented
the video and explained the goals of the program and answered questions. Our office
also worked to establish an ICH committee which included several key Yapese cultural
heritage stakeholders. This committee was empowered to use their resources within each
of their respective positions in the government and private sectors to organize workshop
logistics, select speakers, and provide food and refreshments. By all accounts the threeday workshop was a success. Numerous speakers representing stakeholders involved
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with various forms of intangible cultural heritage presented information on a wide
variety of elements of Yapese traditions, customs, handicrafts, skills and other aspects of
their culture. Dr. Takahashi also presented a detailed description of UNESCO’s ICH
program and the steps member states were encouraged to take in making the most of the
program’s opportunity.27 UNESCO’s ICH program and details on its implementation in
Yap will be discussed in Chapter 6’s case study.
While preparing for the March workshop, I also produced a short video that was
presented to France’s ambassador to the FSM. France had recently helped to fund a
significant portion of the construction of Yap State’s Living History Museum and the
video was produced to document the successful completion of the project, highlight the
value of the facility, and, most importantly, express gratitude to the French government
for their support. During my time in Yap, my video production abilities proved to be
valuable in assisting with the HPO’s activities. Along with the video for France which
served a diplomatic purpose for Yap and the FSM, 28 videos became useful forms of
practice that helped to inform stakeholders and the wider public of HPO activities,
including raising public awareness on the Nan Madol World Heritage process and Yap
State’s ICH program. As will be discussed further in the next chapter, DVDs announcing

27

See Appendix E for copies of the workshop program and the announcement promoting the event.

28

It was communicated to me that the video also was an important factor leading to the invitation of Yapese
dancers to visit France in 2014 to participate in the Festival de Confolens.
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the ICH program in Yap and encouraging local participation in ICH projects were
distributed freely throughout the island’s many DVD stores.
Along with the activities above, I also collaborated with the office on the planning
and implementation of ethnographic projects that were required by the NPS in my
contract. As mentioned, I was responsible for producing two formal reports to be turned
in to the NPS per year. Since my first year was split between Yap and Pohnpei, it was
difficult to identify needed projects that could be completed before the September
deadline. Furthermore, because of the NPS project notification and approval process that
could take months, there was mounting pressure to decide on appropriate projects that
could be completed in a very short time so that a formal report could be prepared. I was
doing important work for the HPO all throughout my first months that prevented me
from having time to work with the office on selecting a project that would have a high
priority for Yap’s historic preservation. All efforts at the time were on rapidly doing all
that was needed to prepare and implement the UNESCO ICH program. By April,
however, Officer Reg and myself finally agreed that HPO resources could be directed
toward a project I would lead which would serve the purpose of meeting the NPS
requirement and also address the nation and state’s immediate goal of implementing the
ICH safeguarding activities supported in part by UNESCO. My major work with the Yap
HPO was thus focused on designing and leading the projects described in Chapter 6 that
address the safeguarding of Yapese intangible cultural heritage.
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When not in the field with my projects, my typical workday most often was spent
in the HPO office assisting with a variety of administrative and other tasks where my
knowledge and skills were helpful.29 At times I also helped the HPO report activities to
both the state legislature and the traditional chiefly Councils of Pilung and Tamol. Once
our ICH projects were approved by NPS in late spring of 2013, I spent most of my time
in the following months planning, preparing and implementing the projects. In August
2013, I then joined Reg and several staff members on an NPS-sponsored consultation
meeting in Saipan where I presented our project to the NPS officials and the other HPOs
throughout the Pacific. Upon returning, I completed a draft report of the project to be
turned in to NPS as per my requirement.30 For contractual reasons to be explained later,
I then was forced to stop working until January 2014.
Once back at work in January, I commenced with our office’s ICH projects that
would continue off and on until my contract expired again in November 2014. Along
with these projects, I also filled my time doing numerous other activities for the office.
Appendix A provides a detailed summary of many of these 2014 activities recorded in
my fieldnotes.

29

Even though my contract was a salaried position, I still was required by NPS to fill out a daily time-sheet
to be signed each week by Officer Reg and sent to the Pohnpei State HPO who handled my payroll.
30

In informal conversations with NPS, I was told that one big project may be considered in lieu of two in
some cases for the requirement. I also made clear my case throughout the Spring of 2013 that I was not in
Yap a full year and therefore should not be held to the two-project requirement.
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PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION OUTSIDE OF WORK
As required for my position I reported to the office Monday through Friday
working approximately 40hours per week. At times work related projects were held on
weekends or evenings as well, but in general a 40-hour workweek was standard. This
meant I had early mornings, evenings, weekends and holidays to participate in and note
how cultural heritage was valued and embodied in the routines of daily lives. During
my three-month work hiatus in the fall of 2013, as well as the final month and a half I
remained on Yap after my contract was complete, I also had much more time to join in
cultural activities and also interact with Yapese friends with whom I often had informal
discussions related to my research. Since I decided to live first in the village of Meerur
(within the Tomil municipality) and then moved to Wachelob village (within the
municipality of Maap), I had the opportunity to become involved with numerous village
activities that would have not been accessible had I resided in Colonia where many
expatriates and contracted government employees usually stay. I was welcomed as a
member of both villages and developed strong relationships with several families whom
I lived near, as well as with several traditional chiefs and elders.
Village life gave me the opportunity to learn first-hand many of the customs and
traditions that are still strongly held by Yapese. I joined in fishing activities, helped with
many local village projects where I learned local construction techniques, and spent
countless evenings and weekends with locals joining them with whatever they were
doing. I joined a group of local and expat canoe-paddling groups, as well as helped locals
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from my village when they were enlisted to rig and sail the traditional canoes for tourists.
I attended numerous village ceremonies and feasts, learning much about ceremonial
Yapese protocols and how men, women, and groups of different rank interact with each
other. I wore the traditional thu and hibiscus wrap to show my support for their customs
during Yap Day celebrations (where more and more locals are choosing to attend in their
daily western attire instead) and also frequently joined my local friends for barbeques,
tuba (the local coconut wine also known as achif) and beer during informal evening
gatherings in my village. During the several occasions where the island was threatened
by typhoons, as a village member I also had the duty to help with preparing for the storms
by moving canoes and other valuable resources away from the shores.
As one of only a handful of men residing in my village at the time, I was a valued
member and always willing and able to help with village duties. My stature as a
respected village member also led to my participation in a very significant traditional
event known as a mitmit which will be examined in a case study presented in Chapter 8.
Additionally, some of the most instructive times I experienced were the many hours I
spent with my village chief and his apprentices as they carved traditional canoes on their
beachfront location just a few yards away from my house in Wachelob. In the past,
Yapese men’s houses (faluw) were important social and educational sites where stories
and wisdom were communicated to younger men and boys. I felt that these occasions
with my chief and fellow village men offered a similar experience for me on many levels.
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I often was further able to spend time after work with Yapese colleagues and other
locals unwinding and discussing Yapese culture in local koyengs (small, covered open-air
huts found alongside many Yapese roads). This was a common occurrence where locals
gathered for a few beers after work before heading to their homes. In these informal
settings we sat discussing issues of the day and I found that my presence always elicited
friendly, welcoming information from friends on aspects of customs, traditions and
general understandings of Yapese life. I came to understand that social drinking was
very common and in such situations I was able to experience a level of free
communication that in normal settings was not available. These opportunities arose
weekly and became an important element of my bonding activities with co-workers,
government officials and numerous friends who joined us.

For the most part

conversations were in English while I was present and these gatherings proved to be
incredibly valuable sources of information that allowed me to gain a rich perspective on
Yapese cultural heritage, local behaviors, beliefs and social interactions more generally.
I was invited to join in these informal gatherings very often and several times I
unfortunately chose to decline due to my worries of too much alcohol consumption31.

31

While for the most part unrelated to this study, I found the high level of drinking on the island to be a very
interesting aspect of Yapese life that led me to wonder how it became such a central element of daily social
activities. Beyond the obvious health concerns, I became very interested in the role this level of consumption
played in the state’s economy. One can of beer, for instance, cost between $1.30 to $1.75USD—just barely
below the state’s minimum hourly wage. While not confirmed, it was often said that Yap had the highest per
capita Budweiser consumption in the world and among the many informal conversations I had with Yapese
friends was the idea that if Yap could brew its own beer, it would be an incredible economic boon for the
state.
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I found that as an anthropologist, I had a status in Yap that many other expatriates
perhaps did not. In a way, it was almost as if I had a title of respect which led to some
conversations about their culture that they may have not felt comfortable engaging in
with outsiders.32 Most visitors that came to Yap did not interact too much with Yapese
locals beyond those they met at the few hotels, restaurants or diving outfits. Among the
small community of expatriates living on the island, there were several who did indeed
“go local,” but for many with shorter contracts the opportunities to be welcomed as a
village member and interact on a deeper level with their Yapese friends did not arise. As
an anthropologist though I had an identity as an outsider with a sincere interest in
learning more about their culture and this allowed me to gain a level of rapport that
developed rapidly.33 Because I was also working with the HPO, I was further associated
with activities that were likely seen as beneficial to their interests. And over time as my
ICH activities became more well-known to many, I feel that my true passion to do the
best I could to help them preserve their culture came through. As I will show, respect is
a highly valued trait among Yapese (also see, Krause 2015a) and I believe that my deep
respect for their culture and my humble desire to learn their protocols of respectful
interactions also facilitated my immersion into Yapese life.

32

This was likely due to the wonderful friendships and experiences many reported to have with previous
anthropologists who worked in Yap. I met numerous people, for instance, who spent long periods of time
with and spoke very fondly of Throop, Hunter-Anderson, and Lingenfelter.
33

It was interesting to note how many Yapese knew what we anthropologists do compared to fellow U.S.
citizens back home.
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Despite confidence that my sincere desire to learn Yapese culture and help them
preserve their cultural heritage illustrated my respect toward them that was in turn
reciprocated, I was also conscious of many of the difficulties in obtaining full and accurate
information on things I was seeking to understand. I was aware that knowledge in Yap
is often incomplete and fragmented and that even “practices of deception are at times
valued” (Throop 2010:150). I was often told by locals that many Yapese were like
chameleons since it was common to act or say things differently based on who they were
with. Stories of deception were also accompanied with laughter as with an account that
I was given when I first arrived. Introducing myself as an anthropologist, a local
humorously recalled a story of how his friend continually fooled a previous
anthropologist on the island just so he could obtain more beer from him for his
information. On numerous occasions, I was also warned of certain individuals who
should not be trusted.

I thus quickly became aware of my potential position as a

“beachcomber” (Hezel 1978) and the various ways my relationships could serve the
hidden interests of locals. Despite all this, however, I feel that my long stay in Yap gave
me time to recognize useful ways to navigate through the uncertainties and identify
occasions where it was useful to be on guard and to triangulate information that needed
to be verified. In the end I came to trust information from just about all of my close friends
and collaborators and only a few occasions arose where I was suspicious of the
motivations or honesty of those with whom I interacted.
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I was able to record my observations in several useful formats. First, I used a
traditional notebook for fieldnotes in evenings and time off to record reflections on the
day and information that I may later find useful for my research. I also frequently kept
notes on my password-protected laptop computer that I used at home. Perhaps the most
frequently used method, however, was my iPhone that I was able to use as a cell phone
on the island and also to record pictures, videos and audio recordings. I most often used
the audio recording feature on my phone to record notes and thoughts as I travelled to
and from work to my home location (about a 30-minute drive). I rarely used my notebook
in informal settings except to write down names, contact information, or other important
details such as the spelling of Yapese words that may be hard to recollect later. I also
used my phone and an iPad as backups to my digital recorder when doing interviews. I
kept all password protected devices either with me in my local Yapese basket (an
indispensable item that all Yapese men carry and taboo for anyone to go into without
permission), or secured in my office at home. After transcribing my audio notes digitally
onto my laptop and backing them up on an external hard-drive, I would then erase the
notes from the recording devices. I was able to record a large amount of photos and
multiple hours of video footage of events, various activities, settings and cultural items
during my time in the field.
BARRIERS TO LEARNING YAPESE LANGUAGE
Despite the fact that English is the official language in Yap and taught to all Yapese
with their formal Western education, perhaps the most unfortunate outcome of my time
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in Yap was that I did not gain a high level of competency with the Yapese language.
There were several reasons for this, yet I regret that I could have possibly done more to
find a way to overcome these barriers. One barrier to fully learning the language was
that I did not know that I would be stationed in Yap until about a month before I was
sent there. This meant that I had no possible way of learning the language of my fieldsite
beforehand as is customary and ideal. As it turns out, even had I known for sure I was
going to be working in Yap, I still would not have been able to properly learn Yapese
ahead of time unless I was extremely lucky and knew someone in Tampa that could teach
it. This is because there are no language instructions books or resources available for
outsiders to learn Yapese other than Jensen’s (1977a, 1977b) Yapese dictionary and a
Yapese grammar reference book which are now available online (Yapese-English 2016).
These are great for reference, but not very useful for learning; the only real way to learn
is through immersion and one-on-one instruction on the island.
While Throop (2010) was able to learn Yapese with help from the Peace Corp
program on the islands, this opportunity was not available to me since during my time
in Yap the Peace Corp did not have an office34. Once I arrived in Yap, however, I was
fortunate that Officer Reg introduced me to David, a 66-year-old who lived in the village
of Tomil35 and had experience teaching Yapese to a few previous expatriates. I had heard
the language was complex and very difficult to learn so I was extremely appreciative for

34

They had closed the Peace Corp office in Yap a couple of years before I arrived and re-opened it again
several months after I departed.
35

All names are fictitious and only the municipalities of residence (not individual villages) are given.
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the opportunity to work one-on-one with a teacher who happened also to reside near my
village. For several reasons (both personal and practical), however, formal lessons did
not work out. David and his family were incredibly generous to me and I wish I had
been able to spend more time with him. I am sure he would have done a great job
teaching me his language had there not been too many barriers to make it possible.
Fortunately, I did learn many words and expressions that helped me in my
interactions and allowed me to understand what I feel were important details of many
conversations in Yapese. Yet I am left to contemplate the many ways my study would
have benefited had I found a way to develop my language skills further. Especially given
that my study has a central focus on local heritage discourses, I am fully aware that much
more could have been learned if my conversations and interviews had been in the native
language of participants. In his classic manual on ethnographic methods, Spradley notes
that “the necessity of learning the language is as important as ever if we want to avoid
distorting what people know” (1979:21). English in Yap may be the official language, but
it was my observation that Main Islanders spoke Yapese at all times when English was
not necessary (this was the same for Outer Islanders as well who spoke their own
different languages amongst themselves). In a sense then, by using English exclusively
in my interactions I was relying on the translation skills of those I was speaking with to
convert meanings between two languages. As such then, “The more an informant
translates…the more that informant’s cultural reality becomes distorted” (Spradley
1979:20).
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I have no way of knowing how much my analysis of heritage discourses may be
“distorted,” but I am certain that had I been able to speak Yapese fluently, my study
would have been a degree more powerful. As it is, what I have produced therefore falls
somewhere on the spectrum of what Spradley categorizes as a “standard ethnography”
which “give[s] lip service to informants’ concepts and may even include a few native
terms in parenthesis throughout the description” (1979:23). As will be seen, several
Yapese words are very important in my analysis that follows. Further, I do make great
effort in relying on the data to arrive at meanings that are as accurate as possible when
engaging these local concepts.
IN-DEPTH, SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS
Twenty-seven formal interviews were collected in the final two months of my time
in the field after my professional contract was complete. By this time, I had established
numerous relationships with key cultural heritage stakeholders and found it very easy to
find willing participants for my study who would be able to share information that
addressed my research questions. Most interviews were arranged in a very timely matter
since I had already established strong relationships with almost all of my participants.
As already mentioned, every interview was digitally recorded using at least two
devices (either my iPhone, iPad or my Sony digital voice recorder). Arrangements were
made to meet at the most convenient times and locations possible for participants. In
every case I had explained my research ahead of time before our interviews and again
when needed prior to recording. And in most cases I was able to provide participants
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with consent forms36 (which, of course, include important details describing the study) a
day or two before our interview along with a list of questions we would discussing.
Further, before beginning I also read the complete informed consent document
explaining in detail each section before I asked my participants to sign (see Appendix B
for a copy of the informed consent forms used). Monetary compensation was not
provided to any participants. On all occasions, however, I did bring food and drinks to
be given to participants as a show of appreciation and also as a sign of respect to
traditional protocols when visiting the homes of individuals.

All interviews were

conducted in English which each participant spoke well.
PARTICIPANT SELECTION
In order to supplement my observational and experiential data as a participant in
cultural heritage practices and Yapese village activities, it was important to identify key
individuals with knowledge and experience in dealing with these matters as well as
individuals who would be able to speak to the ways cultural heritage is viewed, valued
and practiced in daily village life. Employing a targeted sampling method (Schensul et
al. 2012), my study therefore sought specifically to seek data on both public and private
heritage. Through my professional and personal interactions, I was fortunate to have the
opportunity to meet numerous possible stakeholders from both domains who eventually
were able to participate in my study, as well as others who key stakeholders identified as

36

Because all participants spoke and understood English well, consent forms were not translated into Yapese.
I did, however, take extra precaution to carefully read through them with participants to ensure they correctly
understood everything on the forms.
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being valuable given my research goals. As I will note below, however, there are indeed
issues of possible sampling bias that must be considered. While the Yapese Main Island
population is relatively small and shares much in the way of a common cultural heritage,
several demographic categories of this population are not represented adequately (or at
all) in my interview data. In the end, however, I was able to conduct formal in-depth
interviews with twenty-seven individuals that averaged between an hour and an hour
and a half each in length.
Appendix C provides the ages, municipalities and interview length for study
participants. For confidentiality, all names have been changed from their given Yapese
names to random names of Catholic saints. Catholic names were used because Yapese
names are strong indicators of actual identity given their naming system that is tied to
ancestral estates. Many Yapese also have given first names that are associated with
Catholic saints but none of the pseudonyms used below are those of the participants. As
another level of confidentiality, only the municipalities (and not villages) where
participants are originally from are provided. All but one of those interviewed was born
and raised in villages from Yap’s Main Islands. As mentioned previously, there are
strong cultural and linguistic distinctions between Yap’s Main Islanders and those from
the many Outer Islands within the state. I therefore made the decision early on that my
study should be restricted to providing understandings applicable to the cultural heritage
shared by Yapese born and raised in villages within Yap’s Main Island group since these
understandings would likely differ much from those from any of the culturally distinct
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Outer Island groups. I did, however, chose to interview one man (Francis, age 57) from
a Yapese Outer Island since he was well known to be very knowledgeable on important
customs and traditions and also because he has lived on Yap’s Main Islands for several
years. 37 Notwithstanding Francis, participants represented seven of Yap’s ten MainIsland municipalities (Rull, Kanifay and Gilmaan were not represented). Besides a few
members of the HPO staff (who will not be identifiable as such), I was able to speak with
government leaders, traditional chiefs, numerous key knowledge-holders, and several
individual Yapese friends that could offer information on daily village life throughout
Yap. The average age of participants was 54 years old, with only two individuals under
40 years of age. Unfortunately, I was only able to obtain four formal interviews with
women. As a male researcher in Yap where there exists a strict division of gender roles
and protocols, it was much easier for me to obtain formal interviews with other men.
While traditional protocols over interactions between men and women in Yap may have
loosened in recent years, I was mindful of the possible uncomfortable situations that
could arise if I tried harder to solicit more female participation. On more than one
occasion, for example, I sought additional women that I believed would willingly agree
to interviews but after several follow-up requests detected a level of reluctance which I
felt uncomfortable testing further. This reluctance could have resulted from traditional
barriers of interactions between men and women or even a more general Yapese view

37

When presenting insights gained from Francis, this qualification will be noted.

166

(which I will discuss in a later section) that demonstrating one’s knowledge can be seen
as a practice of elevating one’s status.
As Throop (2010:35) discusses the gender barrier in his research, he notes that he
was able to enlist a female assistant to aid him with collecting interviews from Yapese
women. Unfortunately, along with being unable to employ a translator to join me on
interviews so that they could be conducted in the native tongue, I was also not able to
hire a trained female interviewer for my personally funded research. Each of the four
women I did interview, however, provided rich and informative data that proved
invaluable to my analysis. Indeed, Theresa (76, Weloy) sat with me for two long
interviews and even provided lengthy written answers to my interview questions to
supplement our discussions. Like the three other women I spoke with, Theresa expressed
great interest in my study and a passion for preserving her Yapese cultural heritage.
Despite the valuable contributions of the women I was able to interview, I am well aware
that my study provides a limited analysis of interview data on heritage from a female
perspective relative to the data obtained from men.

My long-term participant

observation in the field did, however, allow me to collect fieldnotes from informal
discussions from women and also notes on heritage related activities and practices
involving both genders. Yet, again, a richer more representative sample of interviews
with women would have been ideal. In particular, I had hoped to interview women from
the Yap Women’s Association (YWA), an NGO involved with many heritage-related
activities that I will discuss in Chapter 8.
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Insights and conclusions drawn from my research should consider the possible
weight given to interview data which skewed heavily toward an older Yapese
demographic, was largely from men, and also did not include information from the entire
state. Data from interviews, for example, cannot be used to make claims about the views
and values toward cultural heritage of the younger generations in Yap. There is a very
valid argument that younger generations of Yapese hold very different views on the
matter than those whose interview data I am considering in my analysis. And indeed, my
personal observations suggest this to be likely as do some interview responses obtained
from participants. Given my research questions examining cultural heritage, however,
it was my decision to seek out older participants who I came to identify as embodying a
great amount of knowledge on Yapese cultural heritage and how it has been valued and
understood over the years, as well as how these values and understandings may be
changing today. If I wanted to make claims about the younger generation’s views on
this, I would have had to interview a large number of youth in order to have a valid
sample size for them as well.
Similarly, since my targeted sampling method required in-depth qualitative data
from individuals involved with formal public heritage preservation activities (such as the
work conducted by HPO and the traditional chiefly council), along with the barriers
already mentioned, I was led in directions to find more men than women since these roles
are dominated by Yapese men. Furthermore, while the participants did represent a wide
range of social status and traditional rank, I believe only one or two participants were
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from the lowest ranking group (the pimilngay) of Yapese Main Islanders.

Several

participants identified as being from “lower ranking” villages, but did not mention if they
were pimilngay. I did not specifically ask my participants if they were members of this
group. I felt it was disrespectful to inquire of one’s exact status and rank and I was also
aware of the villages of participants which indicate their position in the traditional
hierarchy. And of course, I knew several of my participants were also chiefs as well.
Despite these qualifications, it is still the case that my interview participant sample is
indeed limited by representing a community of local stakeholders from a largely similar
Yapese demographic background.

Relying on a criterion-based, targeted selection

process (Schensul et al. 2012), my study explores the views, values and practices of Main
Island Yapese residents, yet my interview sample does not provide a valid representation
of the entire resident population of the Main Islands. And so while all Yapese Main
Islanders are heritage stakeholders, the analyses and findings drawn specifically from
interview data in later chapters can only be assumed to be valid for the demographic
groups represented. This is a limitation I acknowledge and urge the reader to consider
as well.
INTERVIEW METHODS
In order to address my research questions best, I chose to use the format of indepth, semi-structured interviews to “encourage reflexivity, [and] to give people time to
delve into their thoughts, to express their contradictory opinions, their doubts, their fears,
their hopes and so on” (O’Reilly 2012:120). I used a list of scripted questions but remained
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extremely flexible to allow discussions to move in new and unexpected directions.
Oftentimes, this approach facilitated long responses where participants would provide
information that led to more questions. The unstructured process similarly allowed us
to move naturally from one question to another without prompting. Many times several
questions I had planned to ask could also be omitted since they were already answered
previously in our free-flowing dialogue. And while this approach made coding of
interview data more difficult afterwards, the natural course of discussion enabled a
productive process whereby information and knowledge was generated in a more
“collaborative rather than interrogative” (O’Reilly 2012:118) way.
The collaborative approach to interviewing that I favor is akin to a praxis
methodology in that it is informed with the understanding that “By emphasizing the
creative action and agency of the people they learn from, even when these people are in
the most determined of structural constraints, relatively disempowered and suffering
from persistent inequalities, the applied anthropologist acknowledges movement in the
system s/he studies, rather than assume static, conventional models of ‘culture’ or ‘social
structure’” (Yelvington 2012:2). And while I would be returning home to move forward
with generating insights into the cultural heritage process in Yap, the true benefit of my
practice in the field hopefully derives from the participatory processes we all engaged in
to produce knowledge that can inform local action.

Interviewing methods can be

empowering by creating an atmosphere for co-creation of knowledge. This can be
accomplished when participants and researchers dialogically share theories and practical
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understandings of real-world circumstances to construct knowledge which in turn can
lead to new forms of creative practice. For this reason, I see great value in this praxis
approach.
Because of the collaborative and participatory nature of my semi-structured
interviews, the scripted questions I used to guide our conversations served mainly to
keep us on track when we wandered off too far from my study’s focus. The questions
were generated by careful consideration of my research goals and were thus “structural”
in nature in that they allowed me to “find out how informants have organized their
knowledge” (Spradley 1979:60). One specific way my questions were structural, for
example, was in their focus on understanding how participants organized their
knowledge in producing their discourses on heritage. To be sure, some interviews
followed the script more closely when participants were unsure of how to answer or
when for whatever reason our conversations took on a more formal style. Yet for most
interviews, there was a dialogic collaboration over the issues that helped to reshape
inquiry into new, relevant directions that both addressed all that was being examined
and brought to light new concerns that we were able to attend to. The list of scripted
questions found in Appendix D does not therefore capture the entire range of related
cultural heritage issues we often found ourselves exploring in our interviews. It should
also be noted that many participants asked for and were therefore given these questions
in advance of our interview.
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QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS
Having gathered fieldnotes, available documents and reports, and over 36 hours
of transcribed interview recordings, I could now sort and code my data and begin the
qualitative analysis of the cultural heritage process in Yap.

Rather than printing

hundreds of pages and using paper-based techniques, I chose to utilize efficient digitallybased technologies where I could quickly organize and retrieve data sets and information
and also produce mark-ups and comments that could in turn be collated and processed
effectively based on the themes identified in my data.
After transcriptions of audio notes and interviews were complete, the first task
was to identify themes that could be sorted into manageable data sets. For interview
transcriptions this was not as straightforward a process as simply cutting and pasting
into one document all the responses to one particular scripted question given in each
interview. Rather, many new themes and patterns emerged and in the end I identified
approximately 20 distinct codes were used to sort the data into categories of information
useful for my analysis. With several hundred pages of single-spaced transcriptions, the
task was made even more difficult due to the semi-structured interview format described
previously. The long coding stage, however, allowed me to become very familiar with
the data and to process and develop key insights that would be useful in shortening the
time for subsequent analysis. The content analysis of the interview data was done using
a combination of latent, inVivo and values coding techniques (Saldaña 2009). The most
prominent method that was useful in my analysis of the production of heritage discourses
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was the values coding approach that applies “codes onto qualitative data that reflect a
participant’s values, attitudes, and beliefs, representing his or her perspectives or
worldview” (Saldaña 2009:94). Manifest coding was also useful when analyzing direct
responses to questions such as how participants defined heritage and other questions that
asked for straightforward information (such as ideas for better preservation and what
elements of their heritage participants specifically valued and wanted to preserve).
Latent coding was utilized when analyzing data that helped to uncover why it may be
that heritage was being valued the way it was. The following is a list of the main themes
that were identified and coded (presented in descending order of amount of information
identified):


Ideas on how to preserve their heritage better



Information on how their cultural heritage was taught to them



Changes in how their heritage is valued and lost over time



Elements of cultural heritage they want to preserve



Data on legends and stories



The value of the mitmit



Significance and power of documenting heritage vs oral traditions



The value of cultural heritage preservation



What it means to be Yapese—values and proper behavior



Elements of cultural heritage that were taught to them



The value of heritage sites/monuments/tangible cultural resources



Contested heritage/different versions of the past



Cultural heritage practices in formal education/schools



How participants define the term “heritage”
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Chathowli yalen u Wa’ab



Reasons why people are reluctant to share knowledge



History in Yap and significance of not having a formal Yapese history book



Living history vs frozen past



The significance of truth and authenticity
Transcribed audio notes were imputed into a digitally organized set of fieldnote

data that included digital notes taken on my laptop and iPad. I then systematically
introduced data from my paper notes into the digital fieldnote database. As with the
interview data, I sorted and coded my notes into themes of data sets useful for analysis.
Many of these were included as observational notes within the corresponding coded sets
of interview themes. Several additional topics were identified as well and included
information on numerous activities observed around the islands, general insights on
cultural heritage processes and ideas that warranted further exploration. These notes
also included reflexive personal observations of my daily thoughts and experiences as a
researcher and participant in Yapese society as well as many entries documenting
interactions with stakeholders outside of work. Unlike the coded interview data, given
the wide range of topics and themes, the process of fieldnote organization was at times
ad-hoc and informal. Since the total amount of notes was far less than the hundreds of
pages of transcriptions, a less systematic coding process was sufficient.
Once coded and organized, qualitative data was analyzed to generate findings
which would then lead to my overall arguments presented in later chapters. The value
and applicability of insights generated from the study were then finally investigated
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further to produce an informed determination of the applied significance of the study’s
findings in developing effective and beneficial suggestions for additional cultural
heritage preservation practices in Yap.

PRAXIS IN PRACTICE: YAP STATE’S ICH PROGRAM
Having presented methods and practices specifically used for my study, this
section will now report on the related application of methods and approaches that found
value during my concurrent activities as a professional practitioner for the YSHPO. As
applied anthropologists and practitioners, we are well trained in theoretical approaches
that allow us to recognize the myriad of concerns found in well-intended interventions
into local processes from outside agencies and organizations. As the main designer of
YAP’s ICH program, I had a responsibility to attend to these concerns by ensuring that
our program ultimately met the real needs of Yapese stakeholders. The best way we felt
this could be accomplished was to use a strategy that empowered local control over ICH
practices so that Yapese stakeholders worked together to define their heritage values and
craft their own preservation approaches. We thus endeavored to design a program that
attended to UNESCO’s and the NPS’s requirements but also provided a structure that
enabled the creative agency of local stakeholders to (as best as possible) manage their
heritage practices on their own terms.
Along every step of the way, it was thus emphasized to stakeholders that the Yap
ICH program was to be a community-based collaboration that was open to all who
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wanted to participate. As I stated in the project’s report, “One of the main points
underlying this strategy was that stressing the importance of Yapese ownership of the
process would engender a more committed and beneficial outcome for the program.
Thus, it was made clear that community input into the design and implementation of the
program would be essential” (Krause 2014:24-25). This approach was inspired by the
emancipating methodologies found in the participatory action research (PAR)
applications described by Freire (1972) and Fals-Borda (Fals-Borda and Rahman 1991)
which work to return “to the people the legitimacy of the knowledge they are capable of
producing” (Hall 1992:17). Thus, as I wrote in the report, “These [PAR] principles are
perhaps best embodied in one of the directions given often during the workshops to
participants: ‘We are simply here to give you the opportunity and resources you need to
collect information about your intangible cultural heritage any way you can so that we
can put it in a publication which will be given back to you to use any way you need’”
(Krause 2014:27). One of the most important decisions we made was to ensure that the
ICH registers we were helping them create would not be available to outsiders. We at
HPO were simply helping them write their own registers that they would use however
they wanted.
Our methodology was also in line with Singer’s community-centered praxis (CCP)
approach that “involves practical research that is carried out in and through indigenous
community-based organizations (as contrasted with non-indigenous and externally
controlled community placed organizations) or other autochthonous movements of
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subordinated peoples” (1994:340).

The value of CCP and PAR are that they are

empowering methodologies that privilege the agency of participants in the co-creation of
knowledge that can facilitate action.

These are strategies which acknowledge that

“democracy in knowledge production gives the participants a stake in the quality of the
results, increasing the reliability of information and the likelihood that results will be put
into practice” (Greenwood, Whyte and Harkavy 1993:177). These methodologies were
best fit to our program’s goals that sought to instill in participants and stakeholders the
understanding that they were the actual custodians of their cultural heritage and they
have the ultimate right to decide how the program should be carried out.
The value in community-centered approaches in cultural heritage interventions is
also found in their potential to be spaces for the development of locally informed
alternative discourses. An indicator of a developing Yapese-generated heritage discourse
is that our project’s resulting RICH editions are being considered by the Yap State
Department of Education as a resource for their cultural curriculum throughout Yap
State. Appropriating tools and resources introduced by UNESCO and the NPS and using
them in new ways that work best for them is a way Yapese stakeholders can (re)authorize
the knowledge informing their heritage preservation practices.
I argue that our program’s approach helped to shift power away from the
authorizing discourses of UNESCO and the NPS. There arose, however, a few examples
which support Smith’s (2006) critique of the power found in the AHD. First, while we
tried to encourage participants to identify whatever it was that they felt was important
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to put in the register, a critical view would hold that UNESCO’s five “domains” of ICH
discursively assert power by defining ICH for stakeholders.

I am not sure how

UNESCO’s categories shaped Yapese views and values toward their own intangible
heritage, but it was certainly a concern I had which I tried to mitigate somewhat by telling
them to include whatever elements came to mind when hearing the domains instead of
worrying if something would correctly fit in one category or another. I feel any discursive
power the domains might have was also de-emphasized by consistent reminders that all
information collected was to be returned to them and not published for outsiders. I will
discuss this further and how it relates to Jackson’s (2012) observations in a similar study
when I present the Yap State ICH Program in detail the next chapter.
I also had a concern that the NPS requirement for HPO’s to translate all oral
histories into English was in some way preventing the project from being viewed as a
purely Yapese driven effort. Initially I proposed that all our data and resulting registers
be collected and written in Yapese only later to find that our projects would have to be
translated too. Notwithstanding the issue of misreading Yapese living intangible cultural
heritage as “oral history,” I was troubled that this requirement might lead to questions
over ownership and underlying motivations behind the project. Even worse, we learned
that this requirement would apply to the program only after our Tomil pilot project
(which included Yapese and English versions of data) was complete. This meant that
data collected and published in the registers for the subsequent projects would have to
only be in English since HPO did not have the time or money to translate hundreds of
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pages of data for the NPS. I was able to include my concern about this in my report to
the NPS and I hope they consider the hegemonic effects of this form of linguistic
imperialism and are more flexible in the future with this rule.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION AND NEGOTIATING PRACTICE & RESEARCH
There were several ethical issues that I had to consider throughout my research in
Yap. These concerns applied to both my role as a professional anthropologist employed
in the HPO’s as well as my role as a researcher when I was not working. First, it was vital
that I establish a clear line between my personal research and the work I performed under
my contract. For this reason, I was careful never to allow my dissertation research to
influence my activities in any way while on the job. Before accepting the position as the
nation’s staff cultural anthropologist, I made sure it was acceptable to FSM NACH
Director Kohler that I would be conducting research in my spare time while under
contract and that a goal of my dissertation was to hopefully benefit their preservation
efforts in some way. Officer Kohler expressed that it would not be an issue, as did Officer
Reg whom I also felt I was obligated to ask once I knew I would be stationed in Yap. Both
were in fact very helpful and offered any assistance that I might need with my research.
They were both aware that I was conducting research that investigates cultural heritage
preservation on their islands and that I was exploring indigenous processes that may be
helpful in informing novel approaches to protecting and maintaining their heritage.
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Despite my supervisors’ expressed willingness and acceptance of my research
activities, I was still very concerned that my activities would in some way appear to
conflict with the interests of my employers even though I never let my personal research
interfere with my professional duties. While my dissertation research examines cultural
heritage processes in Yap, including the institutional discourses that may shape the
HPO’s activities, I was not there to critically investigate how the HPO office and staff
conducted their duties and I needed to make sure I never appeared as if I were. I therefore
resolved that my research could not ethically take a critical position of HPO activities and
practices; I was a trusted member of a team and I could not have a hidden agenda that
undermined that trust and rapport. As an applied researcher looking into cultural
heritage practices and seeking solutions that could improve the processes of preservation,
I was determined to be an advocate for Yapese heritage stakeholders and my HPO
colleagues were important members of this group.
In order to maintain clear boundaries between my activities on the job and my
personal research outside of work, I never took observational research notes while
working that were meant for my study. Nor did I take notes after work recording
information on the daily operations of the office or staff. I did, however, take regular
fieldnotes during projects and activities with which I was personally involved, but these
needed observations were not taken with my personal research in mind. Similarly, it was
important for my job and contractual obligations to record broader observations that
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dealt with circumstances concerning my relationship with the NPS. 38 This led me to
always take note of all the work-related activities I performed in case I needed to report
them to the NPS (which I was asked to do at one point and was thankful I took this
precaution). While under contract, though, I hesitated to record any in-depth notes
directly related to my dissertation; most all of my primary research notes were recorded
during the months I was off contract in the Fall of 2013 and after my contract expired in
October of 2014. I erred on the side of caution since my professional activities at HPO
such as written reports and projects were in the public domain and I would have access
to them as well as my project notes and recorded activities for research. All reports and
collections at HPO that are accessible to the public are in fact available for archival
research purposes and would not qualify as research with individuals where ethical
requirements apply. Publically available resources and information provided enough
data to compliment my observational notes of heritage related activities outside of work.
Along with access to valuable publicly available resources, perhaps the most significant
benefits my work at the HPO provided were ultimately the rich, experientially-based
understandings of Yap’s formal cultural heritage practices and the discourses on heritage
and historic preservation produced by both the NPS and UNESCO.
Along with my concerns over my participation in the heritage process and my
position as an observer, I was similarly mindful of how my published research would be

38

Since my contract was not with the NPS, I felt no ethical responsibility to exclude their activities from my
research observations. The NPS was aware, however, that I was a doctoral student and that I was conducting
dissertation research related to cultural heritage while not working.
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received. Our ethical priority is always to “do no harm,” and while I was confident my
study posed no threat to my study participants, I was less sure of how my dissertation
might somehow be used in unforeseen ways I had not considered against my colleagues
or others. Might my work, for instance, somehow be used by the NPS or other funding
agencies to justify changes that led to staff reductions or other economic harm to Yapese
stakeholders? While I doubt that my dissertation would hold such power, I am certainly
aware that our productions often are used in ways we could never predict. This may be
especially true on the local scale. I observed, for instance, several instances where
previous anthropological accounts such as Lingentfelter’s (1975) and Marksbury’s (1979)
were cited in conversations to confirm or contest such things as ancestral land claims and
village rankings.
Along with making every effort not to harm in any way those we work with, the
applied dimension of our discipline is also recognized as being more proactive with
efforts to help the communities and stakeholders where we perform our practice.
Borofsky recently reminded us that “Focusing on doing good means anthropologists have
a responsibility for helping those in need, especially those who, in assisting us in our
fieldwork, enhance our academic careers” (2016:29). I am well aware that I benefited
monetarily with my contracted position with the FSM and also that my opportunity to
conduct research during my time on the islands will advance my academic career. I am
extremely thankful for this and I agree with Borofsky that I am ethically driven to do all
I can to make sure I give back to those who helped me with my research. For this reason,
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I not only have to be very conscious of how my research may be used to do harm, but
also how my research should ultimately serve the best interests of my colleagues, local
stakeholders, and Yapese communities in general. Ultimately, even if my dissertation
has very little impact in informing local stakeholders with theoretical and practical
insights into how their cultural heritage practices may be improved, I have committed
myself to assisting Yap and the FSM as best I can with my academic and professional
work in the future, wherever I find myself. I will always be an advocate for my Yapese
friends.
To close this section, I feel it necessary to present an account of a particular mistake
I made in my practice. It relates to discussions above and is a regrettable error I made
that continues to remind me that our writings have more power than we often recognize.
In a publication on the value and significance of traditional forms of Yapese
communication (Krause 2015a), I had recounted an important historic mitmit in Yap
which I participated in. In recalling the event, I noted that “In the weeks leading up to
the ceremony, all the attendees of the mitmit then collected tribute goods and traditional
money that would eventually be presented to the Paramount Chief in Ngolog” (Krause
2015a:51, emphasis added). This was not accurate since it implies that the chief of Ngolog
was one of the three highest chiefs on Yap (which is inferred with “paramount”). Ngolog
is actually paired with Balabat in the municipality of Rull to form one of the three pairs
of paramount villages (one each from the bulche and ulun sides) collectively known as the
“three pillars” (dalip pi nguchol) of the traditional Yapese political system. The recognized
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“paramount chiefs” are not the chiefs from these paired “pillar” villages, but instead are
the three chiefs titled to other affiliated estates who Lingenfelter (1975:122) describes as
having the roles of “father” or “head over the paired villages and their respective chiefs.”
In this case, it is thus the chief titled to the Ru’way estate in Rull who (according to
Lingenfelter) is the actual “paramount chief” over the paramount villages of Ngolog and
Balabat.
Soon after the publication came out, I was contacted by a respected Yapese lawyer
(who lives off island) who pointed out my mistake. I should have stated “the chief of the
paramount village of Ngolog” instead of the “paramount chief in Ngolog.” I erred by
not recognizing the significance of the English descriptor “paramount” in their traditional
political discourse. It is a mistake I truly regret. It was also an important lesson on how
traditional village rankings and hierarchies are elements of a contested cultural heritage
on Yap and that our (re)productions factor into these internal contestations and may
actually facilitate them. These four written words in my publication had the power to
become resources in contestations over the legitimacy of traditional authority. Ethically,
this troubled me and has made me ever more diligent in recognizing how my work can
have impacts I never considered. Along with the issues of privacy already presented, in
the present study I am therefore also taking the additional precaution not to present
information such as village rankings or other details that may be utilized to authorize
knowledge in local contestations.
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INTERVIEWS AND PARTICIPANTS
Thankfully my study is one that does not require information on sensitive subjects
or data that can overtly lead to dangers or harm to the participants who agreed to be
interviewed. As I have argued, it is hoped actually that participants and all stakeholders
might benefit in a small way with the knowledge that they helped to generate here. There
really is no way of telling, though, how information provided might come back to
somehow affect the lives of individuals whose words appear in this publication. Because
it is impossible to know unforeseen risks, I took every measure I could to protect the
anonymity of my participants. I used pseudonyms that could not be useful in identifying
individuals and refrained from using any other details that could provide clues to their
identities such as their villages of residence. Again, this was out of an abundance of
caution since I felt we never touched upon issues that would be considered illegal or risky
behavior; nor did we discuss information that could be interpreted as disrespectful or
harmful to others. Several times during interviews I would remind participants to try
not to use names of others or their villages since I was aware of the value of respect in
Yap and how even the smallest of slights toward individuals or their village or family
could be highly offensive. And if names were accidently given, I would edit them out of
the transcripts.
I will close again with another personal experience relevant here. An interesting
facet of Yapese values that I also observed is that people do not want to be seen as
flaunting their knowledge about their culture. Since knowledge demonstrates cultural
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capital, I view this as a very humble way of not raising one’s status in a society were
boasting and the appearance of wealth or prestige are culturally frowned upon. The
metaphor I often heard to support this was that the crab that tries to climb out of the
bucket will always be pulled back down by the crabs below.

Anonymity for my

participants is important then since it prevents their contributions from being perceived
as demonstrations of their cultural capital. In another first-hand experience that I had
with a publication, this issue arose when an individual read a quote attributed to him and
seemed surprised that I included his name. The UNESCO sponsored publication (Krause
2012a) involved HPO research where I interviewed numerous people for the project and
explained to them that their actual names would be used since the approach for the book
was to use local voices to highlight and promote intangible cultural heritage. It was a
non-academic publication, yet I still felt ethically compelled to use consent forms for these
interviews which clearly also stated that actual names would be used. While it turned
out not to be a big issue (he confused this project with another where he was indeed given
of anonymity), it seemed clear that he was not comfortable with being raised above others
by being quoted in an international publication. And even though I did nothing wrong,
I still regret that my work put him in an uncomfortable position. He remembered
agreeing to have his name used for this project, but I still worry that I somehow breached
the trust of a man I highly respect and call a good friend. And so even though many of
my participants expressed that their anonymity was not important and they had nothing
to hide, I ensured them all that I would still hide any identifying information in my

186

dissertation and even take the extra step of deleting the recordings of our interviews once
they had been transcribed with all identifying details edited out.
OTHER ETHICAL CONCERNS
Before concluding this chapter, several additional ethical issues arose that are
important to present. First, as I stated previously I made the ethical decision early on that
my research would in no way be critical of my co-workers or the operations of the HPOs;
as an applied researcher they are among the stakeholders whom I have an ethical
responsibility to help. The HPOs were also my official employers and ethically I could
not enter into a contractual obligation with them and then conduct research that was
critical unless this research was specifically agreed upon ahead of time. I did not
therefore ever consider my research as providing what might be called an institutional
needs assessment for the HPOs. This ethical position, however, does not extend to the
NPS, nor UNESCO; two institutional bodies that had a great deal to do with informing
HPO activities. Their involvement with Yapese cultural heritage figures prominently at
times in my research and analysis. Ethically, I do not see an issue with my research and
critiques I may have with either the NPS or UNESCO’s activities besides being sure not
to include any personal communications or other information that could be deemed
confidential.
With NPS though, it was a tricky determination. My allegiances and professional
commitments were at first unclear to me when I entered the field as I was unsure who
my real supervisors were. After battling over contractual problems in the Fall of 2013,
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however, it became very clear that I was not working for NPS in any capacity. My
contract was with the FSM, not the NPS. The NPS did provide the grant the FSM uses to
fund the professionals they contract, but there are no contractual relationships at all
between them and professionals in the Pacific such as myself. Once I realized this and
determined that I had no ethical responsibilities toward the NPS that were bound by our
professional relationship, I was free to turn a critical eye toward their presence and
activities in the FSM. My only concern is how a critique of the NPS might somehow
impact their level of assistance to the FSM HPOs, especially if NPS officials feel that my
former colleagues were “biting the hand that feeds them” by assisting me with my
investigation (which they obviously did not). “Speaking up” to the NPS by exposing the
problems I witnessed with their activities and approaches may not be received well,
despite the genuine goal of trying to help them recognize ways they can improve their
assistance to the FSM. Nothing I present in my analysis of their role in my study breaches
confidentiality of any sort. I do feel it is important, however, that my first-hand accounts
of the NPS’s activities do not include names of officials. While I did indeed have some
very trying experiences with various NPS related matters, I do not wish to focus on these
issues; nor would I wish to speak negatively of well-intentioned members of the agency
who are trying their best to assist the FSM given the strict guidelines and procedures that
they are forced to follow.
I must also comment on the perception that I have that officials with the NPS were
concerned that I was performing research that could indeed reflect negatively on their
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activities. During one encounter with officials, I expressed my enthusiasm for an ongoing
project and described how I thought the methods and approaches we were using could
helpfully inform similar activities in the future. I mentioned that my dissertation topic
was exploring cultural heritage processes in Yap and that I was excited to see how the
application of our methods were successful. I feel that this acknowledgment may have
given the wrong impression that I was conducting a study that was intended to be critical
of the NPS39. It could be possible that because of all the issues and troubles we had with
my contract (when at times my frustration with them was evident), the officials assumed
I had taken an adversarial position against them. Ultimately, I will never know for sure
if this was a valid assessment or not. But for whatever reasons, after my contract was
complete, the NPS mandated another provision into the FSM’s contracts with future
professionals that states: “Hired employee cannot participate in any other personal,
academic, or professional activity during working hours or devote time to or engage in
such activities, which may compromise his/her official duties with YSHPO.” Because it
was clear to everyone in the FSM that this new provision was never an issue in my case,
I can only assume that NPS officials either wrongly believed I was in fact working on my
personal research during working hours or that the provision was put in place because
of the actions of previous professionals.

I was aware, for instance, of a prior

Or, it is possible that the officials assumed that my work for the HPO’s was somehow influenced by my
personal research, or even that I was not as focused on my professional duties as I should have been since I
was also conducting separate activities Of course this was not the case. As I have already demonstrated, I
was extremely careful not to let my personal research interfere with my duties on the job and the amount of
work I completed along with the quality of reports I turned in to the NPS no doubt would have illustrated
this.
39
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anthropologist in my position that failed to produce a report and was threatened to be
“blacklisted” by the NPS if he did not eventually comply. Regardless of the true reasons
for this added provision, its addition highlights the importance of being mindful of the
ethical complexities involved in relationships between professional practitioners and the
agencies that often employ them. More importantly for my study, NPS’s power to
impose such requirements on the FSM’s contracts with professionals also raises
interesting questions when exploring the discursive power of external heritage
discourses—a topic that will be interrogated in more detail in the next chapter.
An additional ethical issue I faced that was perhaps more pressing and difficult to
come to terms with was what, if anything, should I do to about my views on ETG (the
massive tourism development controversy)? Despite my firm belief that the project
would be terrible for Yap on many levels, I determined that my position ethically
obligated me to remain professionally objective and that I could not become a public
activist against the project while under contract. This was a tough choice since I have
very strong feelings on the issue. In daily conversations outside of the HPO, however, I
always made my views clear to those who asked. I also had several close friends who
were key players promoting ETG’s development and I always tried to respectfully
present to them my academically informed reasons why the project should be rejected.
Even within the office where discussing ETG was implicitly repressed due to fear of
repercussions from above, my opposition to the project was clear and I frequently and
respectfully interjected my informed knowledge and views whenever I could. In the end,
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since I could not ethically join in what at its core was an internal political battle over Yap’s
future, I did decide I was obligated to offer my professional assessment as often as
possible and to always make it clear where I stood on the issue.

CONCLUSION
This chapter has introduced the applicability of ethnographic methodologies for
researchers and practitioners engaged in cultural heritage studies and preservation
efforts, respectively. The thorough presentation of ethnographic methods and specific
details on study participants, interview methods, engaged participation in cultural
activities and other important research particulars that were involved provides the
knowledge of how data was collected for the analyses and interpretations that follow.
One purpose in providing all I have covered here has been to demonstrate the detailed
approach that was undertaken to ethnographically investigate the views and values of
cultural heritage for Yapese stakeholders situated within the historical and contemporary
context of Yapese society. Data collection was a truly holistic endeavor incorporating
insights and experiences gained as a professional in the FSM into my formal ethnographic
research spanning approximately two years in the field.
Prior to entering the field, I was uncertain exactly what my work as the nation’s
cultural anthropologist would entail. It was therefore important to consider all the
relevant methods and approaches that may possibly be needed in heritage work more
generally.

I knew, however, that my research and practice would effectively be
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compartmentalized between my work as a professional for the FSM HPOs and the
independent research I would be conducting on my own time. Both elements of my work
in the field rely heavily upon established ethnographic methods that I have argued above
provide our discipline with approaches specifically valuable to holistic, locally attentive
research and practice that privileges the value of culturally informed perspectives.
As a practitioner working with HPOs and UNESCO, these methodologies center
upon the goals of properly identifying, collecting, preserving and presenting heritage
resources when necessary. Specific methods and techniques for this include practical
approaches such as recording and archiving elements of heritage and also developing
effective and inclusive methods of promoting community involvement with historic and
heritage activities. This latter goal is where applied anthropologists are especially able to
integrate our ethnographic methodologies in productive ways that can ensure
preservation efforts are equitable and sustainable. Working within the arena of public
heritage, our qualitative approaches can help in efforts to empower local engagement in
the heritage process and thus mitigate the discursive power of external discourses such
as Smith’s AHD.
There is a central role for ethnographic research and methods in heritage studies
primarily because what is largely absent in the discourse are locally articulated
understandings of the views and values cultural heritage has for individual stakeholders
and their communities. Heritage discourse has been for the most part a top-down process
where knowledge—both practical and theoretical—has been authorized by institutions,
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academics, and professionals. This is why all of our traditional qualitative approaches
are so desperately needed; so that we can identify the real value of heritage preservation
to the stakeholders who are the ultimate beneficiaries or victims of formal heritage efforts.
In order to truly understand local views and values toward heritage and how practices
can best meet stakeholder interests, engaged participant observation and in-depth
interviews over a prolonged period in the field are required. So too are the theoretically
informed approaches to our investigations that guide our research questions, study
design and qualitative analyses.

All of these defining elements of our discipline

demonstrate our valuable role in heritage studies.
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CHAPTER 6:
EXTERNAL CULTURAL HERITAGE DISCOURSES IN YAP
STATE
INTRODUCTION
At the heart of this study is the analysis of the values being imbued into Yapese
cultural heritage by all stakeholders directly and indirectly associated with its use,
management and preservation.

To put it another way, I fundamentally seek to

understand where and by whom the meanings and values of cultural heritage are being
produced in this historical moment and the material manifestations that can be found in
Yap’s preservation practices as a result. Since I take an approach inspired by the political
economy paradigm, I further feel it is necessary to consider the material realities
(economic and political) that can play a large role in informing the positions of
stakeholders as they mediate these meanings and values and can thus be implicated in
the process as well. I therefore sought to identify and map out the constellation of values
acting upon Yapese cultural heritage and to chart the flows of power between the various
stakeholders and their practices in order to present the current state of preservation
efforts in Yap. Doing so moved me closer to the goal of generating new insights into how
Yapese communities on the Main Islands may further be empowered to sustain the
elements of their cultural heritage they are trying to keep. Approaching the analysis this
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way will also allowed me to consider broader theoretical implications throughout that
can contribute to ethnographically informed discourses on heritage studies more
generally. As we have seen, my positionality and time in the field afforded me the
opportunity to engage and investigate cultural heritage thoroughly considering the deep
involvement I had in a great deal of public and private heritage matters.
Before identifying the range of values assigned to Yapese cultural heritage, the
first step in this process is to recognize the various actors who have a stake in preserving
and protecting Yap’s heritage or have other indirect interests in it that are important to
consider as well. The first and most significant of these groups is quite obviously the
Yapese people themselves.

They are rightfully the only agents who should be

determining what it is they value and want to preserve and they are also the ones on the
frontlines doing the hard work to maintain their culture’s heritage. Chapters 7 and 8 will
thus be devoted entirely to the ethnographic exploration of the Yapese local cultural
heritage discourse; their perspectives, understandings, values and practices concerning
heritage. As was presented in Chapter 3, Chambers (2006) usefully suggests we think of
heritage in two ways as being either “public heritage” or “private heritage.” For the
Yapese stakeholders, there are elements of both that will be examined later. The other
major stakeholders that will be inspected in this chapter are the NPS and UNESCO given
their significant roles in shaping the formal heritage practices in the state.

These

stakeholders engage in matters that I consider as public heritage with their discourses
that emphasize “both preservation and celebration of diversity” that “aims to preserve
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or at least recognize the passing of distinct cultural practices” (Chambers 2006:2). Yapese
public heritage is valuable to other non-Yapese groups too that are minor agents in the
process since their activities indirectly figure into the heritage dynamics in various ways.
These groups could include tourists, film and television production companies, and even
researchers such as myself that are concerned with Yapese ethnographic, archaeological
or historical undertakings.
Having delineated the stakeholders and other groups with interests in Yapese
cultural heritage, I was able to then examine the ways in which Yap’s heritage is valued
by each. This involved understanding further how heritage is defined and viewed by
these groups. This procedure allowed me to trace the flows of direct and indirect
influence that inform heritage processes in the state. The discourses and practices of the
major stakeholders will be examined first in order to shed light on how their operations
fulfill their institutional missions as they shape Yapese heritage processes.

Since

UNESCO’s programs have already been introduced, I will only examine them further in
the in-depth case study and afterwards in the discussion that precedes the chapter’s
conclusion. The analysis will thus first begin with a close look at NPS’s discourse and
practices. After the section on the NPS, I will thus proceed to consider the values and
influences of other non-Yapese actors who have more minor roles in the process before
the concluding with the UNESCO and NPS supported Yapese intangible cultural heritage
(ICH) program we implemented at the HPO in 2013 and 2014.
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THE U.S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE APPROACH
The NPS is a vital source of assistance for the current and former Pacific U.S.
territories. As a division of the Department of Interior, the agency is charged with
overseeing the activities of the Historic Preservation Offices throughout the Pacific
through grants from the Historic Preservation Fund. This role is mandated “under
sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended” (Look
2001:3). The NPS first initiated their operations in 1974 when the FSM was still a part of
the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands. Their administrative role over the HPO
activities has then continued for the thirty years since the nation gained its independence
in 1986.
THE HPF MANUAL AND THE “SECRETARY’S STANDARDS”
Because all the HPO’s receive their funding from the Historic Preservation Fund,
they each must comply with requirements set forth in the Historic Preservation Fund
Manual. This 418-page document thus provides the AHD (Smith 2006) which guides
HPO activities. The NPS website states,
The HPF Manual details the requirements of all activities funded by the
Historic Preservation Fund…which was established is to help fund the
programs engendered by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)…
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA; Public Law 89-665; 16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.) is legislation intended to preserve historical and
archaeological sites in the United States of America. All HPF-assisted
activities must meet standards set by the Secretary of the Interior. All
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grantees must comply with the audit requirements.
[State, Tribal, and Local Plans and Grants 2016b]
The HPF Manual is incredibly comprehensive in scope and detail and strict
compliance can be difficult in many cases. This is likely especially true for the Pacific
HPOs that may not have experience with this level of bureaucratic regulation and
oversight. And in locations in the Pacific where English is not the first language learned,
the manual must be even more daunting to fully understand than it is for U.S.
professionals who have spent whole careers complying with it. Regardless, the FSM
HPOs are required to follow all of its provisions and are subject to audits to ensure they
do. NPS officers overseeing the HPO’s activities in the Pacific must answer to higher
authorities in the agency as well (the DOI) and are limited in their ability to make special
exemptions for the FSM. They do fight hard though for the FSM and others in the Pacific
and have had success at times convincing their supervisors that the HPOs face barriers
not present for HPOs in the United States.
Much of the HPF Manual contains language that regulates fiscal management and
other administrative operations. These regulations ensure that HPOs follow rules of
accountability and that funding resources are used properly. There are also many
provisions that are legal requirements based on U.S. federal laws that cannot possibly be
met by the FSM. These are in place for U.S. Federal agencies and include such regulations
concerning buying American goods and civil rights and equal opportunity hiring
requirements. While there are certain exemptions for Tribal Governments in the manual,
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it is unclear how these might also apply for the Pacific HPOs. The manual does not have
any specific language directed to address their special case.40 While the administrative
guidelines are important when considering their role in shaping Yapese cultural heritage
practices, one can gain more understanding on the values found in the discourse when
turning to the HPF Manual’s language governing the heritage related activities that HPOs
are required to perform with NPS funds. The passage cited on the previous page
includes: “All HPF-assisted activities must meet standards set by the Secretary of the
Interior.” There are 10 sets of these “Standards” that are introduced41 in Chapter 6 of the
HPF Manual in the following paragraph:
As a general rule, work supported by HPF or matching share, or reported
in the End-of-Year Report must meet the Secretary's “Standards.” These
include:

1) Standards and Guidelines for Preservation Planning, 2)

Standards and Guidelines for Identification, 3) Standards and Guidelines
for Evaluation, 4) Standards and Guidelines for Registration, 5) Standards
and Guidelines for Historical Documentation, 6) Standards and Guidelines
for Architectural and Engineering Documentation, 7) Standards and
Guidelines for Archeological Documentation, 8) Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, 9) Standards and Guidelines for the
Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings, and 10) Historic Preservation
Professional Qualification Standards.
[Historic Preservation Fund Grants Manual:6-2]42

40

Nowhere in the manual do the words “Pacific” or “Territory” appear.

41

These ten required standards are not included in the 418-page HPF Manual but are each additional lengthy
resources that must be consulted and followed by the HPOs.
42

(State, Tribal, and Local Plans and Grants 2016b)
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The list of “Standards” above provides a starting point for understanding how the NPS
views and values heritage. This is because a review of the “Standards” identifies the
types of activities that HPO’s can receive funding assistance for in their heritage and
historic preservation practice. As reflected above then, “The primary duties of all historic
preservation offices include survey, inventory, evaluation, registration, and preservation”
(Look 2001:3, emphasis added)
A closer look at the defined program areas is helpful. The “Standards” for each of
these program areas are found on the NPS website. The first program area, the “Survey
and Inventory Program,” is part of the identification process and is “undertaken to gather
information about historic properties in an area” (Secretary's Standards--Identification
2016). The HPF Manual further states that “Inventory activity relates to the maintenance
and use of previously gathered information on the absence, presence, and (c) [sic] of
historic and archaeological resources within the State” (6-14). The standards are clear that
it is historic properties (buildings, sites, structures, objects, and districts or groups of these
properties) that are to be identified. During my time in Yap, however, I learned that an
ethnographic survey was also an acceptable activity that could be funded. I could not
find “Standards” that provided direction on what exactly they meant by an ethnographic
survey and deduced that this type of survey was perhaps introduced as an alternative
option given specifically to Pacific HPOs such as Yap’s.
In national parks and other areas NPS has involvement within the United States,
ethnographic work provides important heritage preservation benefits for such groups as
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Native Americans and African American communities associated with historic properties
and areas (see, for example, Jackson [2012]). But is this type of work considered an
ethnographic survey? Would, for instance, oral histories (which are indeed accepted per
NPS) be within the scope of surveys? Or are ethnographic surveys intended only for
identifying specific groups living near historic properties? The “Standards” do not
address this. And the only place in the 418-page HPF Manual that includes the words
“ethnographic” or “ethnography” is found in Chapter 6 (6-11) when discussing HPO
planning requirements: “A State may have any number of supporting resource-specific
plans, such as separate plans for archeology, for historic buildings, for anthropology and
ethnographic resources, and for maritime resources” (emphasis added). As I will present in
this chapter’s case study, due to the lack of guidance otherwise, I went forward with an
interpretation that our Yap State ICH Program does in fact qualify as an ethnographic
survey and inventory project when viewed properly.

TOURISM AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Besides the NPS and UNESCO, there are other non-Yapese groups that have minor
roles in shaping the cultural heritage process in Yap for various reasons that may be less
apparent but are still worth considering. First, it is certainly true that the tourist gaze
(Urry 1990) is a factor for Yapese stakeholders mediating the views and values of their
cultural heritage. According to official 2014 statistics, of the total of 6,888 arrivals to Yap,
3,826 people were classified as “Tourists & Visitors” (Office of Statistics, Budget and
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Economic Management, Overseas Development Assistance and Compact Management
2016). While scuba diving tourism is the largest segment of the small tourism industry,
cultural tourism remains a secondary draw in this important sector of their economy. It
is hard to know for sure how many tourists come exclusively for cultural experiences, but
cultural tours are often bundled into dive tourist activities to form the overall tourism
experience for visitors. Yet, while two or three villages on the island regularly host
visitors and receive payment for organizing dances and other performances, the overall
economic impact of cultural tourism is very small. During my almost two years in Yap,
for instance, I observed only a handful of tourists who did not come mainly to dive.43
Unfortunately, these limited tourist visits have also been dropping further at an
annual rate of 1.1 percent over the last decade and this has been major concern for Yap’s
economic future. Many, however, still look to cultural tourism as the most reliable option
to help improve Yap’s ailing economy. Stakeholders are clearly aware of the highly
successful efforts of neighboring Palau to aggressively legislate environmental
protections and to strategically brand their nation as a destination for tourists interested
in nature. While some in Yap feel that their natural environment could also continue to
be promoted (as with diving), others see instead their unique traditional culture as a
possible way to brand Yap to outsiders and thus differentiate their niche from Palau’s.
One way I observed this being mediated was with the enthusiasm several stakeholders

43

My view is that this is largely due to the highly inflated airfare that United Airlines charges.
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demonstrated during UNESCO’s intangible cultural heritage workshop. UNESCO’s
program highlighted the “universal value” of cultural heritage for some local
stakeholders who began to more seriously consider Yapese ICH as an economic resource
that could draw tourists to the state.

It was indeed interesting to observe the

appropriation of the “ICH” acronym by stakeholders into their heritage discourse and
how often it was employed during discussions on how Yap could improve its tourism
market.
As it currently stands, tourism and the tourist gaze on their own have not yet
appeared to have significant roles in shaping the cultural heritage picture in Yap given
the small numbers of visitors. The increasing commodification of Yapese culture and the
continued production of discourses such as those heard when discussing ICH as a
branding option does, however, appear to be inevitable given the island’s uncertain
economic future. Indeed, one can see traces of commodification also occurring already
in the discourse on the recently redesigned Yap State Visitors Bureau website (Cultural
Tourism In Yap 2016) that advertises Yapese culture with language such as “Experience
the most intact island culture in Micronesia… Come to Yap and explore our ancient
Pacific culture and traditional ways of life.” Whether commodification occurs on a largescale with the imposing ETG development throughout the island (which reportedly
includes “cultural villages”), or if it occurs in a smaller more manageable way, local views
and values toward their cultural heritage are sure to be effected.
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Yapese cultural heritage also has value for outside groups such as film and
television producers. Ever since Burt Lancaster portrayed David Dean O’Keefe in the
1954 movie His Majesty O’Keefe, Yap has been (re)presented within a global mediascape
(Appadurai 1990) that sees value in Yap’s “exotic” culture. Several Japanese film crews,
for instance, have come to the islands to produce videos that more often than not focus
solely on the traditional Yapese culture by paying locals to dress in customary attire and
perform dances and other activities such as sailing traditional canoes. In 2008, the
popular U.S. television program Survivor also filmed scenes in Yap that perpetuated
similar imagery. There have also been more accurate depictions in a few documentaries
such as one produced by the BBC which focused on Yapese sailing in recent years as well.
Correctly portraying Yap in the media was an issue that concerned me greatly
during my time the state. I was particularly aware of the powerful imagery often
projecting a beautiful and exotic people seen almost always in traditional attire during
performances (where women are topless).

For most who have seen Yap in the

mediascape, scenes such as these are all they know. Today, however, Yap’s Main Island
is very different. Traditional attire is only worn by Main Islanders on rare occasions such
as cultural performances which can occur for visitors or within traditional ceremonial
activities. I did not observe signs that stakeholders were overly concerned with how they
were being portrayed to the world in these productions, but that does not mean they have
not been affected in some way. Being sensitive to these representational issues, when I
was given the opportunity in 2014 to participate in a U.S. TV show called House Hunters
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Off the Grid as an expatriate living in Yap, I only agreed to go forward with it after months
of negotiating strict terms that Yapese culture would not be portrayed as it had been in
the past. Those of us involved with the episode (including the Yap State Visitors Bureau)
felt strongly that its distribution would help Yap’s tourism and in the end we were
satisfied with the producer’s sensitivity in presenting an accurate portrayal of Yap.
Additional outside groups that in one way or another see value in Yapese cultural
heritage include professionals such as myself and others who research Yapese culture
and history.

Archeologists, anthropologists, historians and others who study and

document various issues earn the cultural capital that comes with publications and
experiences that are derived from their work in Yap. While this may be a minor issue, it
is one that should not be forgotten. It is problematic to fully discern how our presence
and productions figure into the ways Yapese view and value their cultural heritage, but
as I have already touched upon in the previous chapter, our publications do have a direct
role in authorizing knowledge on Yapese traditions, customs, history and other elements
of their society.

CASE STUDY: THE YAP STATE INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION
The Yap State Intangible Cultural Heritage Program was first conceived during
the months before the FSM ratified UNESCO’s 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of
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Intangible Cultural Heritage on February 13, 2013. It was during this period in late 2012
and early 2013 that I began working to fully understand the procedures and requirements
of UNESCO’s program so that Yap and the FSM could immediately begin taking the
necessary steps the nation was obligated to initiate as new members of the Convention.
As the nation’s cultural anthropologist, it became my responsibility to learn everything I
could about UNESCO’s program so that I could pass on this knowledge to the HPO’s and
other stakeholders. Eventually my contract would expire and it was critical that I
facilitate a high level of local awareness and understandings of UNESCO’s ICH program
to all stakeholders before I left. Because of my training in ethnographic approaches and
applied anthropology, I was also given the leading role in designing the program and
getting it up and running quickly. This meant working closely with Officer Reg to
formulate strategies that were attuned to Yap’s needs while also complying with the NPS
and UNESCO directives.
Our first task was to plan and organize a UNESCO supported ICH capacity
building workshop that was scheduled for March in Colonia. The HPO received a $5,000
grant to fund the workshop which would be used primarily for workshop supplies, food
and beverages, and other miscellaneous costs such as cultural performances and the
small opening and closing receptions for organizers and key participants (in the end a
small portion was left over and was eventually used to help fund our first pilot ICH
project in the village of Tomil that will be further described below). The goal of the
workshop was to introduce UNESCO’s program and to empower local stakeholders by
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encouraging their participation with the program from the very start.

In order to

decenter the process and encourage wider input, Officer Reg decided early on to hand
over control of the organizing and planning of the workshop to a committee composed
of several key stakeholders with traditional, governmental and private sector affiliations.
This was an important decision since we felt that a sustainable ICH program would have
to be one that was ultimately practiced in communities and other organizations outside
of the HPO. Because UNESCO sponsored activities must always go through the national
government, HPO would always be a key stakeholder in the process and have a leading
advisory role. But it was our goal to decentralize power over the process in such a way
that villages and municipalities could eventually integrate ICH safeguarding activities
into their own traditional and civic systems of organization.
We used several strategies to disseminate educational information to stakeholders
and the wider Yapese public beforehand about the program and upcoming workshop.
These strategies included holding many informational meetings with officials, leaders
and other groups of stakeholders, a news story posted on the state’s online news outlet,
and appearing on the local radio station to discuss the program. I also distributed
pamphlets and a short DVD I produced explaining UNESCO and the 2003 Convention to
workshop organizers. We needed to make sure everyone was fully informed of what to
expect before the workshop opened. It was especially important that the organizing
committee was fully informed since they would be working with us on designing the
workshop agenda, making sure key leaders and stakeholders were informed and would
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attend, and also on selecting speakers who would present issues concerning Yapese
cultural heritage.
YAP STATE UNESCO ICH CAPACITY BUILDING WORKSHOP--MARCH 26TH-28TH,
2013
During the three-day workshop UNESCO’s Pacific representative provided more
information on their program and guidance on how it could be implemented in the state.
Numerous stakeholders also presented information on various aspects of Yapese cultural
heritage each day (see Appendix E for the workshop’s program). Approximately fifty
people attended the public workshop each day including Officer Kohler from the national
government, the Yap State governor, Dr. Akatsuki Takahashi from UNESCO and several
state legislators. Other important stakeholders in attendance were representatives from
both traditional chiefly councils, the Yap Visitors Bureau, Yap Woman’s Association,
Department of Education, HPO and a few other heritage stakeholder organizations.
Along with various presentations on Yapese cultural heritage, participants also worked
on several important exercises that helped to experientially develop ways to think about
cultural heritage preservation. One exercise was to work in groups on developing
translations of the concept of cultural heritage into Yap’s four main languages (the Main
Island Yapese and the Outer Island languages of Ultithian, Woleaian, and Satawalese).
Another exercise was to also work in groups to survey and list as many various elements
of ICH as could be thought of in the time given. The workshop also provided an
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opportunity to present cultural performances such as dances, juggling, and a
presentation on traditional Yapese navigation.
On the final day of the workshop, participants developed an action plan to be used
to guide the program’s development in the state.

The first agreed upon stage to

implement the program was to collect an inventory of Yapese ICH. Once the workshop
concluded, we thus worked to design an effective ICH inventory approach for the state
given the limited resources available. Officer Reg and I agreed that I would lead the
program and the projects with the understanding that these activities would also fulfill
the NPS mandated requirements in my employment contract with the FSM. We thus
worked hard to find a way to integrate the ICH program goals into NPS funded project
plans. This first led to the development of an ambitious ICH inventory project for Yap’s
Outer Islands where we would hire and work with several assistants that would
individually collect ICH information on several of their home islands to be used to create
the state’s first inventory. Unfortunately, however, we would find out later that we could
not acquire NPS funding for this and so we had to quickly revise our plans and develop
an approach with minimal costs. Without additional support besides the small amount
of remaining workshop funds, our projects would have to be conducted in-house, using
the very limited local funds available. Yet even though we could not access NPS funds
for our ICH projects, the agency was indeed a major contributing partner in Yap’s ICH
program by providing the professional fund which paid my salary. And considering that
the total costs of the projects detailed below was under $2,000, the NPS’s contribution in
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the form of my paid work actually meant that they were the major funding agency behind
program.
Given the financial limitations we faced, we labored to devise a low-cost ICH
inventory strategy. Officer Reg suggested that instead of doing comprehensive fieldwork
throughout the islands, we could hold several low-cost workshops where heritage
stakeholders could attend and work on creating inventories for their communities. Doing
so would also allow us to contract a part-time project assistant to help me with the
projects. Because we had only a few months before for I was required to submit the
project reports as per my contract, I agreed that this was our only option. We thus moved
forward with designing the scaled back approach to collect Yapese ICH information that
is presented below. Our office then consulted with the traditional councils of chiefs (the
Councils of Pilung and Tamol) to seek approval for our over-all plans. It was agreed that
we would first implement our activities with a “pilot project” in the municipality of Tomil
which would be followed later by similar projects in three other municipalities: Fanif,
Gagil and Gilman. Since we could not afford to travel to the state’s Outer Islands, we
settled with our only option of collecting Outer Island ICH from stakeholder
communities found on the main islands. And finally, in order to ensure the widest
possible participation and engagement with the program, I also produced an informative
45-minute DVD that recapped the March ICH workshop in 2013 and outlined the overall
goals of Yap’s new program. I then distributed dozens of copies of the DVD to be handed
out freely in DVD rental stores throughout all the villages in Yap.
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THE TOMIL ICH PILOT PROJECT44
The Tomil ICH Pilot Project included six community workshops lasting
approximately 3 hours each that were open to all residents of Tomil who wished to
participate. Flyers and announcements throughout the municipality accompanied the
informative DVDs that were freely distributed to the areas local stores to promote the
project and additional efforts were made to invite key knowledge holders as well.
Working with our limited funds, we supplied food and refreshments for all participants
which included on average a dozen Tomil residents. Most workshops had equal numbers
of men and women of varying ages, including one or two respected elders who were
among the oldest residents in Tomil. In order to present the program and facilitate the
activities, we brought a laptop, speakers, a digital projector, writing supplies and other
materials for participants to use during the workshops. Instructions were given in both
English and Yapese by myself and our HPO contracted assistant from Tomil, as were
consent forms and other informative documents (see Appendix G).
As I wrote in the Project’s technical report, “it was emphasized that these
workshops would be conducted according to whatever suggestions collaboratively
arose” and my assistant and I “simply outlined the goals, provided all the necessary
details of exactly what ICH entails, supplied the group with the various forms designed
to collect data, and facilitated the discussions as best [we] could” (Krause 2014:30). We
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See Krause (2014) for a full technical report of the Tomil ICH Pilot Project Report.
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also made it very clear that whatever they collected was up to them and that they should
refrain from documenting private or protected knowledge even though “YSHPO would
be just editing and publishing a community register of ICH that community members
themselves are creating” and “Once finalized, the Register of Intangible Cultural
Heritage (RICH) would be given back to the community to use however they see fit”
(Krause 2014:30). An important point that was emphasized was that the data in the RICH
would not be published for outsiders unless the community itself did so. Another
method we felt was valuable was to insist that everything collected was written in
Yapese45
INVENTORY COLLECTION PROCESS
As part of their instruction, participants in the workshop were informed on
UNESCO’s five domains or categories that they used to describe ICH so that they could
helpfully identify elements of their culture that they may want to collected. Each
workshop then allowed groups to brainstorm ideas of what they identify as valuable ICH
they hoped should be documented and included in the resulting Tomil RICH. As
mentioned in the report:
Examples were given of what was meant by UNESCO when using the
term[s]…but it was also explained that these 5 categories were created by
outsiders and that throughout the data collection process they should feel
free to include whatever information they thought might fit into each

45

Problems with insisting upon this will be covered later.
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category. Flexibility in placing elements into the one of the various 5
categories was justified by pointing out that most of the ICH elements they
may come up with could in one way or another fit into several categories at
once. It was therefore emphasized that UNESCO’s 5 “domains” were
simply a tool to help participants think of all the various forms of intangible
cultural heritage that they may wish to include in their RICH.
[Krause 2014:31]
In order to efficiently and effectively record their ICH, groups were provided two
forms for data collection (see Appendix D). One form was a simple, lined sheet of paper
with information on how to think about the domain category so that they could first write
down as many elements of their ICH they could think of in the time provided. The other
was a longer form that included specific questions on details of each ICH element that
we felt would be helpful for them in managing these forms of heritage. Workshop
participants sometimes had time to work on providing more detailed knowledge in these
longer forms, but for the most part they were used for subsequent follow-up fieldwork
by the two additional contracted assistants whose job it was to complete these before they
were given to me to be edited in the final RICH.
WORKSHOP DYNAMICS AND FOCUS GROUP METHODS
We considered several options for organizing our workshops that would allow for
a more effective and productive collaboration. In the end, we felt it was best to let the
participants decide this on their own. And so during the first workshop “participants
eventually found it to be most comfortable working in two groups: men and
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women…This approach seems to reflect Yapese gender dynamics more generally, as men
and women traditionally perform most tasks amongst peers of the same gender.
Similarly, the gendered division of labor during the sessions likely also arose due to the
fact that so many of the ICH elements considered were practiced, performed or
transmitted by one gender or the other” (Krause 2014:41).
PUBLISHING THE RICH
Following two-months of fieldwork by assistants to collect additional data on
elements of Tomil’s ICH, all the information was inputted into the HPO’s password
protected ICH database that we created for each municipality. One unfortunate detail
we learned from the NPS, however, was that in order for it to qualify as an acceptable
required project, it had to be translated into English. This took additional time, but was
eventually completed and I was able to edit, organize and produce the final RICH
document with both versions (Yapese and English) included which was eventually given
back to the community. Thankfully, the Yap State DOE became a partner with the
program and was able to use its resources to print the first RICH editions. Plans were
also made to retain the digital databases so that each RICH could be continually edited
and updated.
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ADDITIONAL ICH WORKSHOPS
As mentioned, lessons from the Tomil’s ICH pilot project informed the design of
additional approaches for the municipalities of Fanif, Gagil and Gilman.

We also

implemented another workshop for all four Outer Island districts with stakeholder
communities on the Main Islands. Given time and funding, we adapted our approach by
holding multi-day ICH inventory collection workshops in Colonia’s conference meeting
rooms instead of villages (Figure 4).
We also learned that additional
fieldwork to collect more information
on ICH would more effectively be
conducted by hiring one female and
one male assistant per municipality
and OI district. The project assistant
from Tomil’s pilot project was again

FIGURE 4: 2014 ICH INVENTORY WORKSHOPS, COLONIA.
(PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

contracted to assist me with the Main Island municipalities and another assistant for the
Outer Islands was enlisted to help with the OI districts. Once the female and male field
assistants were selected for each municipality and district, we then held training sessions
to instruct them on the program and their roles. They were compensated with limited
local funds for their time and fuel needed for their activities (they spent roughly one
month doing fieldwork). In short then, the project design closely resembled our pilot
project in Tomil except for these changes mentioned above. First, as many elements from
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each “domain” of ICH would be collected from stakeholder workshop participants.
These lists would then be used by field assistants to collect and record more information
on each to be used to fill out the ICH element “long forms” which would be reviewed by
the two main project assistants. Once reviewed, I would organize and edit all information
into a Register of Intangible Cultural Heritage (RICH) for each municipality or district.
The RICH’s would then be returned to the municipalities to use however they saw fit.
We would retain a digital database of each RICH at HPO which could then be revised
and updated on a regular basis.
THE YAP STATE ICH PROGRAM GOING FORWARD
Numerous suggestions were developed on how the ICH program could be
improved and sustained in Yap and were included in our report (Krause 2014). One of
the main features that we felt could help to ensure the program evolves into a sustainable
one that delivers the benefits communities are looking for is that it continue to be
community-based on a local level. This brings the process a bit closer to being able to
address private heritage, what I argue in my study is what stakeholders value the most.
This means that ownership of the process should be decentralized and strategies that
empower local community organizations to take over ICH management and develop
their own versions of the program will be most useful.
A further suggestion that I feel can work alongside this goal is to encourage the
DOE to take on a larger role as a partner in the program by adopting the ICH program
into the various cultural education curriculums found through the State’s municipal
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schools. As I mention elsewhere in my study, one way this could be done would be to
actually empower students to become the main producers of community RICH’s as a
mandated element of their curriculum. These ideas were discussed with stakeholders
and also with interview participants in my research and ideas generated included
requiring students to work with their families and village neighbors on collecting and
recording elements of the ICH that they together (parents, villages and students) decide
should be included in each school’s RICH. These RICH’s would then actually be in reality
living documents that are continually worked on each year by different students. This
would provide an opportunity for children and the youth of Yap (as part of their
mandated, formal education) to spend time focusing on heritage related interactions at
the local household and village levels which is, again, something that my arguments in
later chapters suggest is a very important consideration for preserving private heritage
processes. I strongly feel this can be a highly productive approach and will continue to
follow up with stakeholders and policy-makers in Yap on possibly implementing this
strategy in the future.

DISCUSSION
(DE)AUTHORIZING HERITAGE DISCOURSES
As I dove into the data analysis phase of my study, I had considered an approach
that would incorporate much more critical analysis of the AHDs of the NPS and UNESCO
at work in Yap. There were several reasons I chose not to. I had plenty of data to do so
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and I know there is fertile ground to construct a much more complete and powerful case
than I present here. It may be a course I decide on in the future, but I also had the
fortunate problem of an excessive amount of data to take me in other directions that I
prioritized as more relevant. Partly because this is an applied study, but much more
because I feel a true duty to assist my friends in Yap, the main reason I did not go down
this path was because I feel it would not have been the most productive way to assist
Yapese cultural heritage stakeholders. Having said all this, though, a brief conclusion of
findings on the authorized discourses is still required if we are to fully understand the
heritage processes at work in Yap.
THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND HISTORIC DISCOURSES OF BEFUDDLEMENT
The NPS is a valued partner in Yap’s cultural heritage preservation. They provide
a great deal of financial assistance to all the HPOs throughout the Pacific and those
managing the activities in the region are good people with great hearts and have a deep
emotional investment in helping their friends in the Pacific. They are helping the islands
protect and preserve their tangible historic past and also to collect and preserve valuable
oral histories that are disappearing from living memory. They also did not resist our ICH
program in Yap and that was a hopeful indication that they will consider being more
flexible with standards and regulations made for the United States that they have no
choice but to apply to all HPOs under their management. The DOI and HPF regulations
in place for the money they access shapes the AHD that they are procedurally bound to
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institutionalize in their practices in the Pacific. My critiques are thus ultimately toward
the larger AHD that authorizes their practices.
I can easily become mired in heady analysis that circles above the material realities
on the ground in Yap by dwelling on the abstractions I can locate in the larger discursive
fields of power. So I will only state a few observations I can consider without trying to
fully unpack their implications.

First, I feel it is valuable to consider more the

implications of the U.S. National “Park” Service as the mandated agency to assist with
historic preservation on the islands. How might, for instance, the fact that the agency
charged with managing national parks is also managing heritage practices for a
postcolonial population be seen to be an objectifying process since it discursively
associates the Pacific societies with parks? After all, parks contain the natural heritage
that stakeholders wish to protect and by subsuming people into this category, doesn’t
this somehow reflect a colonial mindset that can be subjugating? I will not dwell on it
further except to say that managing cultural resources with preservation discourse for
national parks conjures residual associations with the much critiqued “ethnographic zoo”
policy approach during the TTPI period (Goetzfridt and Peacock 2002:103).
It is also quite clear that the values toward cultural heritage which inform NPS
procedures and practices are primarily towards historic and tangible resources. This
correlates strongly with those Smith (2006) identifies as being found in the AHD46. Along
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In my view the NPS discourse (which is itself shaped by larger, powerful institutional discourses) can quite
easily be critiqued using the same critical discourse analysis Smith employs for UNESCO and other
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with privileging tangible and historic resources over intangible cultural heritage, I found
the unintelligibility of their hundreds of pages of guidelines and procedures to be an
oppressively counter-productive discursive practice that can be especially limiting for
HPO’s in the Pacific. Considering authorized knowledge and its role in Yap’s public
heritage, I also see Smith’s (2006) point that heritage professionals and experts at the NPS
and elsewhere, myself included, are a self-referential bunch who normalize their
authority through self-ascription and self-authorization. One counter-strategy to this is
that we can use our agency and attempt to refract the discourse and weaken hegemonies.
We can, for example, creatively resist it within the bounds allowable. We can test the
limits of agency in our practice like we did with the Yap State ICH Program. The rules,
or “standards,” say surveying and inventorying is an acceptable program area. These
were meant to apply to historic, tangible resources, not intangible cultural heritage. But
we were able to argue it was a survey and inventory since the “standards” were not
specific on ethnographic surveys. Here we were able to use the written words (or actually
the lack of them) in the “standards” to (re)authorize what was acceptable.
For me, I also saw that resisting the discourse can be such an uphill battle that at
times made it felt like it was almost not worth the effort. It can become such a normalizing
power that you don’t even question it anymore. The “standards” are tried and thus true,
right? This is why when you confront over 400 pages of them, and then are referred to

international heritage institutions. Again, the CDA approach does provide a useful methodology in some
ways and Smith’s (2006) adaptation of this theoretical framework has been effective and persuasive. This
does not mean that I accept all of CDA’s claims though, especially when it comes to the reductive
determinism it takes toward language and texts.
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hundreds more just to see if something is acceptable, you can just give up, give in and
continue with business as usual: survey, inventory, evaluate, register, preserve…check.
Or worse yet, you can end up spending all your time trying to understand and comply
with the rules that you do not get anything done at all. This was my biggest critique of
the NPS discourse. And ultimately this is a critique of institutional discourses. I liken
my experience with the “standards” to what most of us probably feel with the U.S. tax
code, but for me much worse. Like the tax code, we just accept that there is some ultimate
logic in its complexity and either hire the experts to do it for us, or we simply take the
path of least resistance and forgo any attempts to find deductions we deserve. It is too
befuddling to anyone but the professional gatekeepers.
I therefore argue the standards and procedures of the NPS (and in turn the DOI)
to be an apparatus of befuddlement that makes it a discursive form of gatekeeping as it
forces us to defer to the expert knowledge that it self-referentially authorizes. I have
already unpacked the ways heritage becomes defined with this discourse as a tangible,
historic resource; that was a simple exercise since it is codified within requirements.
Indeed, even the term “historic preservation” discursively delimits the way we view
heritage since it conflates the two meanings of heritage and history. In expert knowledge
found in the “standards,” for example, its statements of purpose for archeology and
historic preservation include, “To integrate the diverse efforts of many entities
performing historic preservation into a systematic effort to preserve our nation's culture
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heritage” (Secretary's Standards--Archeology and Historic Preservation 2016, emphasis
added).
Breaking free from the power of a discourse to wants us to believe heritage is not
a living process, but a dead historic one requires that we “speak up” to power with
counter-discourses of our own. Smith correctly notes “there are heritage experts who
actively work to facilitate the broadening of the definition of heritage, and to develop
inclusive practices that acknowledge the diversity of heritage experiences” (2006:299). I
would hope she would see this study (and others such as Jackson’s [2012]) as working
toward that goal. My research and practice have engaged in efforts to empower Yapese
stakeholders to redefine heritage on their own terms. Interestingly, it was the competing
UNESCO authorized heritage discourse that allowed me introduce the concept of
intangible cultural heritage to a wide audience of stakeholders. Further, as shown in the
case study on the ICH program, the UNESCO official leading our workshop even insisted
that participants work on defining it in their own languages, thereby semantically
realigning the concept of heritage within their own symbolic system.
I also had a concern that the NPS requirement for HPO’s to translate projects into
English was preventing projects such as our ICH Program from being viewed as a purely
Yapese driven effort. With the ICH Program, for instance, I initially proposed that all our
data and resulting registers be collected and written in Yapese only later to find that they
would have to be translated too. I was troubled that this requirement might lead to
questions over ownership and local perceptions on the underlying motivations behind
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the project. Even worse, we learned that this requirement would apply to the program
only after our Tomil pilot project (which included Yapese and English versions of data)
was complete. This meant that data collected and published in the registers for the
subsequent projects would have to only be in English since HPO did not have the time
or money to translate hundreds of pages of data for the NPS. I was able to include my
concern about this in my report to the NPS and I hope they consider the hegemonic effects
of this form of linguistic imperialism and are more flexible in the future with this rule.
UNESCO’S AHD
Smith (2006) has already worked very hard to fully examine and critique
UNESCO’s World Heritage discourse, so I will just briefly comment here on this
program’s presence in Yap. First, in comparison to the ICH program, I spent much less
time involved with Yap’s ongoing efforts to inscribe the Mangyol stone money bank on
to the World Heritage list. My activities included helping to reintroduce 47 the program
and explain it to stakeholders, assisting with planning and organization of a 2014
workshop which I also gave a presentation on tourism management, and helped review
and edit a working management plan that was eventually handed over to an outside
professional to complete. My observations from this involvement are limited, but I can
speak to one issue that came up that is of interest here.

47

Several years earlier they had submitted an application that was eventually sent back for more work.
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The observation arose as a result of the nomination being developed as a serial
transboundary site to include the rock quarries in Palau where Yap’s stone money
originated. This created several concerns among stakeholders, including that it became
very difficult for both Yap and Palau to coordinate their efforts together in an effective
way. Considering Smith’s (2006) critique of the AHD and the term “universal value to
humanity,” the conflation of the two sites into one, I can argue, may have also been
difficult to negotiate since it silenced the sovereign heritage of each as they were
subsumed into a newly created transnational heritage “thing.” This issue ultimately
exposes issues over ownership of heritage and control over the process which
problematize the transboundary category of sites. I do not know how much this had to
do with the discussion by some stakeholders that it would be better if they tried to get
the site nominated on their own. And there was also around the same time a nascent
movement to develop a separate world heritage nomination for Yap as a site for its
natural heritage.
As far as UNESCO’s other program, it is my observation that the ICH discourse
and the way the guidelines are applied allow a great deal of flexibility for stakeholders.
A couple of minor issues arose, however, where I feel this discourse can be critiqued.
First, for Yap at least, I do not believe the most valuable approach for stakeholders is to
seek an inscription on one UNESCO’s three lists of ICH at this point. This appears to be
a major goal of the program, but I believe that UNESCO officials may want to reconsider
their focus on this objective since it directs efforts toward public heritage in ways that can
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lead to the commodification of heritage and it also shifts values away from local to global
interests. I do see great value and potential, however, for collecting an inventory in a
way that attends to local processes. For us, this meant that the information collected
would remain in the possession of the participating communities. This anchors the
ownership of heritage within the community and also reaffirms the case to empower
stakeholders to manage the process mainly on their own. I have already touched on how
UNESCO’s ICH concept and the translation exercise helped to allow stakeholders to
conceive of heritage in ways that were valuable to them. I also feel that a culturally
informed, locally driven ICH inventory program can activate private heritage processes.
I argue that before attention is given to public heritage activities for ICH (such as with
inscription to lists), private heritage processes should first be supported. I will present
more on value of private over public heritage processes in the next chapters.
The other practice that I did have a minor issue with involves the categories that
were created to define the types of ICH for us to consider. In her heritage work with
stakeholders of the Gullah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor in the coastal regions of
the southeast United States, Antoinette Jackson (2012) observed similar issues as
participants struggled with the NPS required process of producing a cultural resource
inventory for the National Heritage Area. In Jackson’s book, Speaking for The Enslaved:
Heritage Interpretation at Antebellum Plantation Sites (2012), she describes how this
inventory process was structured in such a way that participants were first asked to
categorize their heritage assets as either tangible or intangible heritage, and then to
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further place these elements into sub-categories within these two domains. For their ICH,
Gullah/Geechee stakeholders were instructed to utilize essentially the same categories
that UNESCO suggests (Jackson 2012:44-45). These were the same ones similarly used
for our Yapese ICH program. As Jackson noted, this was “a massive undertaking” and
the “production of a cultural resource inventory means an engagement in an exercise that
mandates distilling an entire culture—in this case, the entire Gullah/Geechee Cultural
Heritage Corridor and an entire group of people and their cultural and heritage resources
down to an itemized list organized within predefined categories” (2012:43). I feel that
one could indeed make the argument that these “domains” of ICH have some discursive
effect that shapes the way stakeholders understand heritage since they are somewhat
limited to defining what they value in the etic terms being imposed. This can be detected
in the obvious difficulty Jackson and I both observed as participants in each case
passionately debated issues that arose when elements “often failed to easily fit within any
one category” (Jackson 2012:47). In the case of the Yapese program at least, I feel these
categories were mostly productive in the end since they were not strictly required by
UNESCO and efforts were made to communicate that the categories were being used
simply to guide participants during the process in a structured way. This final point
illustrates why I feel UNESCO’s ICH discourse was less discursively powerful than their
World Heritage or the NPS/DOI/HPF discourses. UNESCO was very flexible and
allowed us to have creative control almost entirely. This may be because UNESCO’s ICH
approach is newer and still developing and, as a result, less standardized with procedures
tied to funding requirements. In short, it is my view that UNESCO’s ICH discourse is
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not (yet) as “authorizing” as the NPS or World Heritage standards and guidelines and
that their flexibility and accommodation with how their assistance is adopted on a local
level should be encouraged to continue.

CONCLUSION
In this chapter I have examined the views and values of non-Yapese groups that
have an interest in Yapese cultural heritage. The most powerful of these actors is the NPS
which provides the majority of financial assistance to the Pacific HPOs who must comply
with a wide range of standards and procedures that were never meant to apply to nonU.S. agencies. The NPS discourse is an AHD that shapes the preservation practices of
HPOs by restricting their activities to those that comply with HPF fund requirements. As
such, the primary formal heritage protection agency on the islands cannot effectively
implement programs and projects unless they focus on the primary values authorized by
the NPS/HPF discourse. Besides oral histories, these external authorizing heritage
discourses view and value heritage as historic, tangible resources only and formal
preservation efforts in Yap must therefore be towards the identification, documentation,
protection and registering of these resources. In turn, most intangible cultural heritage
practices are not authorized to receive funding and as will be demonstrated, these are the
elements of heritage that Yapese stakeholders actually value the most. Thankfully, we
were able to work within the system to implement a low-budget ICH program that only
utilized NPS/HPF funds that were allocated to support my professional contract. This
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allowed YSHPO to redirect efforts to activities that addressed the views and values of the
local stakeholders more effectively. It should be emphasized that in the end, the issue is
fundamentally an economic one; cultural heritage practices cost money and when strings
are attached to financial assistance, the power of heritage discourses to shape practice
derives from the power of economic (and political) flows present.
UNESCO’s ICH program offers a limited counter-discourse to the authorizing
heritage processes of the NPS/HPF and provides funding and guidance for State parties
such as the FSM to design and implement programs that attend to the valued intangible
aspects of the nation’s various heritage communities. In Yap, we were able to effectively
design an ICH program that utilized UNESCO and NPS support and was specifically
tailored to the social, cultural and economic contexts in the state. This was due both to
the flexibility of UNESCO’s program guidelines and our office’s innovative efforts to
create a community-centered, participatory model for ICH inventorying and
management.
To close this chapter, I argue that a valuable approach of applied anthropological
practice on heritage in settings such as Yap is to first identify the constellation of values
acting upon local preservation processes. Doing so allows us the opportunity to trace the
flows of power and influence guiding local processes that, once illuminated, can be better
managed and mitigated if need be. Here I have examined the views and values of nonYapese groups and institutional discourses that discursively and materially guide and
restrict formal Yapese public heritage activities. I have tried to show that while these
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external values can and do have a powerful influence on public heritage efforts, through
creative agency local stakeholders can find ways to work within the system to address
their actual needs and values. These locally articulated interests are, however, reframed
within a public heritage paradigm that is quite different from the private heritage
processes stakeholders value more. I maintain that our practices should also work harder
to distinguish the differing values situated within the public and private heritage arenas.
And one of the key points my study supports is that the authorization of views and values
toward cultural heritage should ideally be a local process, and unfortunately public
heritage efforts often limit this from occurring.
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CHAPTER 7:
THE ETHNOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF LOCAL YAPESE
CULTURAL HERITAGE: VIEWS, VALUES AND PRACTICE
INTRODUCTION
This chapter will present an analysis of the ethnographic data from interviews and
participant observation in order to better understand the local views and values of
cultural heritage for Yapese stakeholders. It will begin with a discussion of views on
cultural heritage before moving on to examine the specific forms of cultural heritage
Yapese stakeholders identified as important for them to preserve. The chapter will then
close with a specific case illustrating the complex negotiations of heritage values
occurring in the state.

STAKEHOLDER VIEWS OF HERITAGE
Throughout my time in Yap perhaps the most difficult questions that I confronted
concerned the epistemological issues that arise when examining closely Yapese cultural
heritage and its mediated relationship to the past.

I have therefore found useful

Chambers’s suggestion to view heritage as either “public” or “private” with the latter
referring to ways the past can be subsumed “in the present so thoroughly as to leave
unrecognized any significant differences between the two” (Chambers 2006:3).
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The

debates over what heritage is, whether it’s a thing, or really a process, have already been
taken up in Chapter 3. But how exactly heritage is inextricably tied to the past and history
and whether or not this connection is ultimately a cultural construction itself-- these are
issues I feel complicate mainstream discourses on heritage and deserve to be interrogated
in more detail. A proper consideration of Yapese cultural heritage within Chambers’
scheme allows us to attempt this. To begin this exercise, it is first helpful to examine what
Yapese themselves think of the term “heritage.”
HOW “HERITAGE” IS LOCALLY UNDERSTOOD
For many Yapese I interviewed, when asked how they would define heritage,
there was at first a little hesitancy as if it were one of those words that they thought they
understood, but never really had to think too deeply about. Pressed further, however,
several themes emerged that help us understand the various ways they define this
English word they hear often today. For some, heritage simply means the parts of their
culture that they inherit from those who came before. The following examples illustrate
this:
Steven (49, Fanif): When I think of heritage I think of something that I
possess or something that has been passed on to me that I want to protect.
Mark (54, Maap): Heritage to me is something that somebody has left
behind for me. What do I do with it is another story… Because heritage is
something you inherit. Does it just sit there or are you going to do
something with it and pass it on so it becomes the heritage of somebody
else?
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Margaret (61, Rumung): I’m sorry I am not sure. Heritage is, is it that
something that belongs to you from your ancestors?
Anthony (59, Maap): Yeah, but you know heritage is something that you
inherit, it’s a past thing that you inherit and you try to take with you as you
go through your journey in life. Valuable things. Heritage is a combination
of your life’s possessions, you know, your culture. I don’t know. That’s my
heritage.
Bernard (31, Weloy): Heritage? Honestly, like every time I hear it, like the
only thing that comes to my head is like my mom and my dad; heritage,
that’s it. Yeah, because I get everything from them. I get the lands from
them, I get the knowledge from them, everything I get from them. I even
got my name.
Charles (55, Gagil): It is something that I inherited from my ancestors.
Others interviewed associated heritage in a similar way by thinking of it as shared
inherited customs, traditions and histories:
Sebastian (60, Maap): Is it custom and tradition and stuff like that?
Thomas (65, Gagil): Heritage, and I think Martin would agree with me,
when we hear it, to me it is really the history. That is what heritage is all
about really. It is history…So that is how I look at it; the heritage of Yap is
the history.
Albert (64, Rumung): To me, heritage is what…it’s our traditional culture
that I think we are proud of, we have to be proud of. Because if we are not
proud of it and don’t want to associate with, then maybe it is not heritage.
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Albert’s response also indicates what many other participants articulated as they
struggled to define the term; namely, that heritage is inextricably tied to identity:
Peter (43, Weloy): To me I would define it as identity. Because without our
heritage, without our language, without your tradition and customs, we
wouldn't have that unique identity as a Yapese person…but yeah, that’s
how I define heritage, and I say identity because of that.
John (56, Maap): Heritage to me, I would define it as the cultural elements
which define a people. However similar those elements may be to another
culture, but the uniqueness of those elements as applied or practiced in that
culture is what I would define as the cultural heritage of a society.
Anthony (59, Maap):

…Heritage is really who you are as a you

know…where you come from, citizens of the earth. I mean we all have a
different heritage. You need to preserve yours, I need to preserve mine. It’s
an identity type of thing.
Michael (45, Maap): Well, I have two sides for heritage. One side is being
very selfish. And the other side is, well I guess both are on the negative
side though. Because when you say heritage, it means “my heritage,” as far
as Yap. You are “not Yap”. And that is the selfish part I am looking into. I
am proud to be Yapese.
For the Yapese I interviewed then, their understandings of heritage are similar in many
ways to those commonly understood in academic discourse that see it as things (mostly
intangible things such as customs, traditions or histories) that define our identities and
are inherited or given to us by those who came before. One can also see that this relatively
newer term is a bit more ambiguous for participants as well. As a few responses above
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indicate, there was some confusion about the term and it is very likely that local meanings
being produced for this English word are indeed informed in the same way the AHD has
constructed meanings for the word everywhere. Yet of note here is the emphasis on the
intangibility of heritage. This will be explored further in this chapter. But what also
emerges is that while there is some uncertainty over what to call heritage, stakeholders
have less difficulty framing issues of cultural heritage preservation in terms they are more
familiar with.
“Tradition and custom” or “custom and tradition” were phrases that were evoked
on a daily basis in various contexts when referring to traditional culture. When
considering the meanings of heritage for stakeholders above, it is of note that few
identified “heritage” as simply being equivalent to one of these terms given their
frequency and that, as mentioned, “tradition and custom” is even codified in the State’s
constitution.

Understanding the local meanings, value and usage of these

interchangeable terms can best be approached by considering the Yapese phrase that was
often spoken in similar contexts. During the UNESCO ICH workshop the closest related
term for “Yapese intangible cultural heritage” for Main Islander participants was yalen u
Wa’ab. Wa’ab, is the traditional Yapese word for Yap. Yalen, as Steven (49, Fanif) noted
in my interview,
…means everything. The little stuff that your mother and father and
grandfather taught you when you were still young. Like medicine, all those
little things are part of yalen. It starts from the family [and goes] all the way
to the communities. We call it yalen u Wa’ab.
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Others describe yalen similarly. For Paul (49, Dalipebinaw) it meant “the culture. The
way of life.” Benjamin (53, Gagil) describes yalen as “culture, tradition, even identity.”
Charles (55, Gagil), on the other hand, mentions that “what it literally means is the way
it is done. There is no two other ways. This is the way it is done.”
Charles helped me greatly in understanding that yalen is not a particular custom
or tradition in an objective sense, but rather the way things are done; the specific way.
This helps us differentiate yalen from another Yapese term, yool, which Jensen (YapeseEnglish 2016) defines (perhaps not so clearly in this case) as “Way, custom, method,
tradition; writing, tattoo; to write.” Jensen defines yalen (which he spells as “yalean”) as
“its custom, method, way, tradition” (Yapese-English 2016, emphasis added). So there is
a subtle but important difference between understanding a custom or practice in a
general sense and understanding it as the way it is specifically to be performed or done.
Like how most anthropologists might understand the term culture, yalen resembles a
process in this way. Charles, for instance, describes a tattoo as a yool and the specific way
it is made as yalen. Jensen’s definitions are also illustrative when for yool he simply says
“custom”, whereas for yalen he specifies with a possessive descriptor-- “its custom”. This
modifier helps us understand that yalen is encoded with ownership that can be passed
on. As a collection of specific customs, traditions and methods that are owned and passed
on, yalen u Wa’ab might thus be properly described as the “Yapese way.”
I argue Throop’s (2010) ethnography also describes this similarly. He notes that
yalen is “the prescriptions of Yapese culture” (2010:72). He also points out that beyond
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tradition and custom, yalen specifically includes as well the knowledge and prescriptions
defined in the “traditional relationships” (2010:86) between villages and individuals.
Knowing one’s expected obligations, responsibilities and roles as defined by their
connections to their tabinaw are key elements to being Yapese. But following the “Yapese
way” is also harder today than it has ever been. In discussing a conversation with a
female Yapese elder on how the protocols and prescriptions found in yalen have become
difficult to follow, Throop (2010:174) states:
…people today know that there are alternative ways to live. They are
taught about different cultures in school, they read about them in
magazines and books, and they see them in the movies they watch. It is, in
her estimation, this access to different ways of living that has made the
“pressure” and the need to “endure” the lack of freedom all the more
difficult. She speculated that in the past people probably did not live with
such “pressure.” Living with yalean48 was not something that individuals
had to “endure.”

Not knowing any alternatives, this was probably

considered to be the way things were.
Along with the term yalen u Wa’ab, Yapese stakeholders also often use the term
chathowli yalen u Wa’ab to refer to protecting, preserving and nurturing their yalen. Yalen
is thus something that that should be cared for and nourished; it is a way of life that is
cultivated.

As Paul stated, “you use [chathowli] on pretty much everything.

Like…nurturing plants. And not necessarily keeping it watered, it is everything.”

48

In

It is common for Yapese words to be spelled differently in the literature. Throop (2010), for instance, used
yalen and yalean in different places in his works.
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this sense, the root metaphor of land and its productivity that is also symbolically
inscribed into fundamental associations with mothers, fathers and their offspring
(Throop 2010:47-48), importantly applies to yalen as well.
One can now consider how the Yapese term yalen can help in resolving the debates
over what exactly “heritage” is, or more specifically for me, the problematic ways
heritage, history, and the past are discursively linked together.

Upon analysis,

Chambers’ (2006) “private heritage” concept provides a highly useful construct. Yapese
views that cultural heritage includes the customs, traditions, knowledge and other
elements that together define and prescribe their “way of life,” support private heritage
as being set apart from the public heritage viewed and valued by the dominant
discourses. Yalen u Wa’ab is a way of life for Yapese that is enculturated; it is their culture.
It is not a heritage based on history; it is a heritage based in culture. I agree strongly with
Chambers’ preference “to think of heritage in cultural terms because the very idea of
cultural process encourages us to consider particular associations with the past as they
are actually realized in the present and employed as guidelines to the future” (2006:37).
An analysis of Yapese views of their heritage as a way of life suggest heritage
preservation for them is ultimately cultural preservation.

Jackson defines cultural

preservation as often being an integral element of heritage preservation since it is “the
act or activity of sustaining living communities or creating an environment for
communities to sustain living cultural practices and traditions in a manner they deem
appropriate and representative of their interests” (2012:36). When detached from its
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historical emphasis and seen instead to apply to ongoing cultural processes, cultural
heritage preservation for Yapese thus becomes a semiotic process of maintaining the
integrity of the “webs of significance” (Geertz 1973) spun together to produce yalen u
Wa’ab. The following brief case study will help us to further interrogate heritage’s takenfor-granted links to the static historical past.
CASE STUDY: THE YAP STATE LIVING HISTORY MUSEUM
First opened in late 2012, the Yap State Living History Museum (Figure 5) is a site
that is centrally located in Colonia and is intended to represent many of what are depicted
as the traditional features found in villages throughout Yap’s Main Islands. Situated on
lot about half the size of a football field, it has wonderfully built and maintained replicas
of what were regarded by my participants as traditional Yapese structures such as a
community house (peebay), a men’s house (faluw), and several other traditional buildings
found on Yap’s Main Islands. It also has stone-platforms (wunbay) holding numerous
stone backrests (magra) for visitors to rest against during the many public events held at
the museum. These raised platforms also serve as borders replicating the functional
duality of sacred dancing grounds which are also stone-money banks (malals), alongside
which numerous examples of Yap’s famous disc-shaped stone money (rei) stand upright.
There is also one small building at the entrance that is used during events as an
information booth. Most days, the museum sits idle with the occasional tourists walking
its grounds or locals seeking shade or rest underneath and within one of the traditional
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houses.

It does get heavy use, however, during Yap’s annual Canoe Festival,

Homecoming Festival and Yap Day (when not held in villages).

FIGURE 5: THE YAP STATE LIVING HISTORY MUSEUM. (PHOTO REPRODUCED WITH PERMISSION OF LEO
PUGRAM)

By being a form of public heritage, the Yap State Living History Museum exposes
the fundamental issues Chambers (2006) identifies when suggesting that we think of
another, more locally relevant way to view heritage. This can be seen, for example, when
examining the “museum effect” (Alpers 1991) as mediated by Yapese stakeholders. The
museum effect is “the tendency to isolate something from its world, to offer it up for
attentive looking and thus to transform it into art like our own” (Aplers 1991:27). As a
living history museum, Yap’s museum offers an interesting case to apply this concept to
a museum setting. First, it is not so much “art” that Yapese heritage is transformed into
at their museum as it is “artifacts.” This effect is seen in the fact the name “Living History
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Museum” strikes some as odd. One Yapese government official I spoke with mentioned
that it was indeed confusing and he indicated a small level of discomfort with the creation
of a museum that displayed heritage that has not completely disappeared in Yap. This
dissonance illustrates the difficult mediations of history and heritage by Yapese. Some
see in the museum a dying way of life; a connection to the past that is being lost and
relegated to history. Just by calling it a “living history” museum, it presents their culture
as history and symbolizes a way of life that is already gone. And while many (if not most)
Yapese do not live in traditional houses anymore or use faluws and peebays the ways they
once did, for some I spoke with, seeing these tangible elements of their heritage as historic
was anachronistic. The traditional structures found at the museum still have significance
and value today for many Yapese Main Islanders. They are not part of a past long gone,
but are vital symbols of their culture in the present. Yet when private heritage is used to
produce public heritage spaces such as living history museums, the private, living
essence of heritage transforms into a thing that is “past, dead, and safe” (Urry 1990:99).
In his critical reflection of how heritage elements of a culture or society become
authorized as “evidence” of history and thus separated from contemporary values,
Dipesh Chakrabarty offers the following:
Constructing “evidence,” I want to argue, is a project of preservation, of
making “monuments” of certain objects that are actually contemporaneous
with ourselves. For them to acquire the status of “historical evidence,”
however, we have to be able to deny them their contemporaneity by
assigning them to a specified period in a calendrical past, an act by which
we split the “present” into the “modern” and the “traditional” or the
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“historical,” and thereby declare ourselves to be modem. This denial of the
contemporaneity of certain objects is what constitutes the historical sense
of anachronism. Without it there is no evidence, and without evidence,
there is no “history.” History is therefore a practice of “monumentalizing”
objects - from documents to sculptures - of simultaneously acknowledging
and denying their existence in our “own” time.
[Chakrabarty 1992:63]
This is what may be causing the anxiety for some; their presents are being split “into the
‘modern’ and the ‘traditional’ or the ‘historical’.” This begs the question of whether or
not all public heritage does the same. My argument would be that it does. And here with
the living history museum, we also see that this process is anchored within a State
apparatus that projects modernity and commodifies the “traditional” as a strategy of
capital accumulation. What this also does is discursively transform locals into consumers
of their “traditional” identities when they gaze upon themselves as both subjects and
objects.
Yapese mediate this two-way gaze almost daily even as non-Yapese visitors in
turn gaze upon them and their “artifacts” (re)presented at the museum. This unique
anachronistic space also presents additional questions that are of interest here. How
might, for instance, the tourist gaze (Urry 1990) complicate Yapese mediations of their
culture and heritage during festivals and events where extant cultural performances
regularly mix with the museum’s “artifacts” of a Yapese past? Would these instances still
be considered “back stage” (MacCannell 1976) representations of Yapese culture? Or does
this interplay of living history and living culture start a process of commodification that
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leads to a shift in meanings and values associated with the dances and other
performances?

Another question worth exploring is the way in which cultural

performances displaced from their village contexts devalue yalen u Wa’ab by
deemphasizing their primary role in inter-village relationships. A few of these additional
issues will actually be revisited when the study examines the significance of Yap Day and
mitmit.
To conclude this section, I must point out that while the living history museum
does evoke a complex dissonance for some I talked to, many also reported that they
valued its presence as a place where aspects of their disappearing culture can be
preserved. Through performances and activities available to participating children,
youth and others, intangible cultural heritage is displayed and transmitted to those who
attend in the audience. Likewise, as a place that displays traditional structures that are
disappearing as a result of adopting modern houses and materials, tangible aspects of
their heritage are also being mediated by the public. So some stakeholders see value in
this element of their public heritage since it exhibits a permanent reminder of valued
aspects of their culture that are slipping away. Mark (54, Maap), for instance, noted “it is
a good thing [the living history museum]. It is a good thing. You can look at the houses
we used to live in, but is anyone still living in those houses anymore? There is a home,
there is a faluw, there is a peebay, there is a kitchen thing, cooking thing. No one lives in
one of those buildings …anymore.”

Theoretically, however, there is still much to

consider when understanding the overall value of the Yap State Living History Museum
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in helping to preserve yalen u Wa’ab. Yap’s museum provides a case where public and
private heritage intermingle, thus demonstrating the need to further refine our
understandings of how living, extant elements of cultural heritage may be discursively
transformed into symbols of the past. Tangible elements of a heritage not completely lost
become artifacts as they are mediated between the past/present dichotomy that the
museum forces us to choose from. The private intangible cultural heritage that is slowly
losing value in the present, also risks being subsumed in this dichotomy as well when it
becomes directly linked to the public heritage of the past in this way.

THE VALUE OF YAPESE CULTURAL HERITAGE TODAY
Having examined the emic Yapese understandings and views of cultural heritage
more broadly above, I will now examine closer the ethnographic data on how Yapese
value their cultural heritage. It will begin by illustrating what stakeholder participants
identified as the most important elements of their heritage they wish to see carried
forward to newer generations. This analysis will assist the study in locating the local
meanings and values of both tangible and intangible cultural heritage for stakeholders.
It will also draw us closer to insights that can help us consider additional ways to help
local preservation efforts. As a reminder, the analysis below does not consider the
specific elements of cultural heritage that I observed being collected during our Yap State
ICH Program because of assurances that that information collected would not be
available to outsiders.
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THE CULTURAL HERITAGE YAPESE STAKEHOLDERS WISH TO PRESERVE
One of the most significant goals of this ethnographic study is to discover what it
is that local Yapese stakeholders truly desire to protect with their cultural heritage
preservation efforts. Do they in fact find value in restoring and maintaining traditional
structures and other elements of their tangible heritage? Or is it primarily the intangible
elements of their culture found in their yalen u Wa’ab that they seek to protect and
preserve for future generations? In-depth interviewing provided the most effective
approach to address these questions by gathering data on what exactly stakeholder
participants wanted to preserve the most and why. As will be seen, when asked to
provide the most important elements of their cultural heritage they felt should be
preserved, participants often responded with views expressing deep concerns that it was
not specific elements that were most important to save, but it was rather the collection of
knowledge addressing relationships between people, clans and estates as well as the
underlying values and protocols of respect that properly apply to these relationships.
RESPECT
Two Yapese words, ‘siroo49’ and ‘liyor’ form the basic foundation of the
values that I believe hold our culture in place, and without which it, culture,
will be meaningless and dysfunctional.
[Theresa, 76, written communication]

“Siroo” is a greeting of respect that is spoken when addressing one another; it is very similar to “pardon
me.”
49
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Throop (2010) points out that respect (liyeor) is a powerful Yapese virtue that is
strongly tied to their concept of suffering (gaafgow), a central theme which he explored
extensively.

As he states, Gaafgow “is a concept that is absolutely pivotal to

understanding the configuration of social relationships, personhood, and morality in
Yap. The term, which is heard repeatedly in everyday conversations and innumerable
different contexts, as one well-respected elder explained to [him], is one of the central
‘teachings of Yap’ (machib nu Waqab)” (2010:50).

My fieldwork observations and

interview data demonstrate that like gaafgow, respect (liyeor) is a powerful concept for
Yapese and pivotal to understanding how Yapese view and value their cultural heritage.
Respect is the silk that maintains and gives strength to the Yapese “webs of significance.”
The values Yapese have for respect cannot be overstated. There is a clear view that
respect in all its forms has been devalued in Yapese society and that this is something
participants strongly identified as being a main element of their heritage they want to
somehow see restored and preserved. When asked what is the most important part of
their cultural heritage they want to see protected, respect was thus the first thing
mentioned by several stakeholders. Respect is fundamental in every aspect of Yapese life
because without it, there can be no way to preserve yalen u Wa’ab. The Yapese word for
“respect,” is liyeor which Jensen defined as “To worship, honor, respect” (Yapese-English
2012). Thought of this way, respect for yalen u Wa’ab can also mean honoring it to the
point where it could almost be seen as worship. Michael’s (45, Maap) reflection on the
paramount importance of respect explains this well:
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OK, well one thing, and it’s a quality for life, it’s respect. Because Yapese
customs are built on respect. Respect. Respect for people, respect for land,
respect for an activity, respect for so many things. And… in Yap, we are
taught when we are small…And there is respect for sick people, there is
respect for a group of people, there is respect for a family, there is respect
for—this has to do with languages, with how we walk, how we eat,
everything. And then there is respect for a community, there is respect for
certain places. Even on the road, yeah. And I think that is the beginning.
That’s one thing that is very important for Yapese, to be identified as a
Yapese...So respect could be, it’s in everything we do. The way you look,
the way you behave, everything.
Several other participants expressed similar views that respect was the fundamental
element of their heritage that comes before everything else. The loss of respect is
something that they see as a primary reason why so much of their cultural heritage is
disappearing. It is also something that is very hard to restore:
Margaret (61, Rumung): You know what? I think the most important thing
is respect. But it is hard to bring it back. It went with the culture. I think it
faded away with the culture. Because now we say the word, but not so
many people know the meaning of the word. So I value it the most. I really
believe that it is gone or most of it has died out already.
As with the values and significance of other primary Yapese virtues such as suffering,
respect has been traditionally enculturated through the family. When Steven (49, Fanif)
was asked what was most important for him, he states:
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To me I think respect, because I think in order for us to go back and learn
culture and tradition, you have to start from the family. That is where
everything should start. You should start from the family, come into the
community and that spreads out into the villages and other municipalities.
So we have to get everything back into the family, because that is where we
should start. And start from there, basic stuff. Learning how to behave,
learn [the] relationship with father and son, mother and daughters,
grandparents and children. That is where we should start.
As Steven noted, respect is a virtue that must be taught in the household as it has always
been done in the past. Yet the erosion of family values such as this are very difficult to
stop given contemporary household dynamics where school and jobs make it hard for
parents to cultivate these virtues in their children. And when children are home, TV’s,
internet, and other newer distractions also compete with parents for their time. In
addition, on more than one occasion it was remarked that the youth today are losing
respect for their parents as a direct result of Western indoctrination. Leo (55, Maap) notes,
for example, that he tries to teach his children customs and traditions but it is almost
impossible “Because these kids have learned in school that they all have rights. So they
don’t even listen.” Leo continued, “You know one time my daughter came from school
and said ‘you know what dad, you know I have a lot of rights. I have learned from school.
You know when I turn 18, you cannot tell me what to do. I am on my own.’” By invoking
“inalienable rights,” this lack of submission to traditional household authority by youth
today demonstrates the discursive power of the dominating postcolonial discourse. As
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the foundation for all traditional authority in Yap, lack of respect and obedience in the
household can be seen to be a key factor undermining efforts to preserve yalen u Wa’ab.
Adding to the difficulty to pass on yalen, elders can find it irresponsible to share
their valuable knowledge with individuals who do not show respect toward them or the
practices, skills, and wisdom that they learned from their ancestors. In order to be worthy
of the gift of knowledge, those seeking it must be respectful by honoring the knowledge
of their ancestors. This is especially true for specialized traditional knowledge that is
disappearing since it has always been protected as a source of cultural capital to be
handed down to relatives or others who demonstrate their worthiness through effort,
potential and sometimes tribute. As a village elder noted:
One thing I think about is respect. If you have respect for tradition and
custom, you can do anything. You can build a canoe, you can build a house,
because you have to respect the custom. That is what I thought. Because
even myself, I can build a house, I can build a canoe, because I respected
my teacher and my father. When I learned to build a house, I learned from
my father. But when I learned the canoe carving, I respected my teacher,
my elders, and learned from them. If you respect me because you have to
learn something from me, then I can give you whatever you want to learn.
This elder is recognized as the last Yapese Main Islander to possess the knowledge
needed to carve Main Island traditional canoes. And as a sign of the struggles on the
island to preserve their cultural heritage today, in order for him to keep this once valuable
specialized cultural knowledge alive, he has had to actually find funding to pay many of
his students a small stipend. Many other key bearers of valuable cultural heritage report
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similar difficulties in passing on their knowledge as well. A good friend who is one of a
few remaining traditional healers cannot find apprentices to teach what he knows.
Another close Outer Island friend who is one of a few remaining traditional navigators
(palu) in the world is also having to solicit funding to pay students for their time. These
examples highlight the changing values Yapese hold for their cultural heritage and also
how these values are being reconfigured in a postcolonial context where time and labor
are now monetized.
KNOWLEDGE, CUSTOMS AND TRADITIONS
Along with respect, participants also identified several specific elements of their
heritage that were most important for them to preserve. A common response was that
participants wanted to save everything about their culture since they saw so much of it
disappearing today. Like respect, when pressed further, specific things that came to mind
often revolved around core virtues and behaviors that define their traditional Yapese
identities. As Peter (43, Weloy) put it:
I think the fundamentals of society, Yap’s culture and tradition I think
should be preserved. And when I say that what I am thinking or trying to
picture is like the roots of the customs and traditions in Yap. The idea of
being a family, being united, the idea of having as a family respect towards
another. Even brothers they argue and fight in the family. But at the end,
we are always family. So that kind of principle or that kind of base,
something so that we can build on. And it helps bind us because it has a
strong foundation. Those are the kinds of things.
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Mathew (55,50 Tomil) also notes that what is important to save are “all those things that
promote respect in the community, promote social stability in the community.
Everything that goes in that direction.” Again, it is hard to escape the presence of respect
in Yapese mediations on heritage. It is a fundamental virtue that informs their identities
and is demonstrated through proper behavior during every moment of their lives as they
navigate the complex protocols within their ranked society.
Many of the specific responses given about what participants want to preserve
thus find value in the ways that they are needed to ensure that proper protocols are
respected. In order to know how to behave or what forms of respect need to be
demonstrated, Yapese must know their position vis-à-vis others in their society, the
configurations of estate and village rankings, and clan affiliations. This large body of
knowledge is difficult to compartmentalize into separate domains, which is why Yapese
may find it hard to define specific elements of their heritage they value most. Some, like
Jonathan (33, Tomil), stated that it was important to know “where I came from, my
grandfather’s name, how our land came to be, and our estates. Stuff like that.” During
many interviews when I asked what they would want to include in a Yapese history book
if one was ever written, it was thus often knowledge such as this they found crucial to
document. This is probably because it is immense amount of complex information that
can no longer be encoded into their lives through the same local, household and village

50

Approximate age.

250

processes that existed before. Yet, it is indeed this knowledge of relations between land,
people and clans that almost all found to be one of the most significant elements of yalen
u Wa’ab that needs to be maintained. The following are thus a few responses from
participants on what they thought should be a Yapese history book:
Bernard (31, Weloy): I think it would be like each person’s responsibility in
that village, or each village like our village, what our responsibilities are
being in this village. Like right in the middle of the caste system. What we
are supposed to do, what we can’t do. Stuff like that. Yeah, I would start
off with stuff like that.
Mark (54, Maap): The chiefly clan, the middle class, the low class, that alone
could fill up a whole book. The relationships between villages and stuff like
that. What is rightfully yours to do and what the other person, what they
can do and what they cannot do.
Knowing the connections between villages and the proper interactions (such as routes of
communication) among them is a vital form of traditional knowledge that is
disappearing.

Through the authority invested in estates and villages, a highly

sophisticated network of ties between them defines the roles and responsibilities of each
in relation to the other. Not following these protocols demonstrates disrespect to yalen u
Wa’ab. David (66, Tomil) describes how important this form of knowledge is with the
following statement:
Different ways of showing respect is very important. Different ways of, or
different connections between the villages. Because that is important. It is
important to know what types of connections we have to other villages and
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how to deal with them. And what situations should we deal with. We have
to prioritize which village we should approach first. Then the second and
the third.
Interview data and 23 months of observations and experiences in Yap strongly
show that knowledge about relationships and connections between individuals, clans
and estates is, again, one of the most fundamentally valued aspects of Yapese cultural
heritage. This is likely attributed to (as discussed in Chapter 2) the complex Yapese social
and political organization that developed around the needs of the society to peacefully
co-exist and survive on a small island with limited resources. As the root metaphor
informing Yapese social structures, land and its productivity has been the material base
from which social relations became defined. Through clan and estate affiliations, these
relations allowed for stable resource allocation and a network of support and reciprocity
that facilitated order. What was most important for Sebastian (60, Maap), for instance,
was knowledge of the names and locations of important reefs around the island. As with
parcels of land, reefs are productive territories regulated by a defined system of rights
given to estates and villages who are allowed to harvest fish and other marine resources
in specific areas. This ensures that certain areas are not overly exploited and also
distributes access to resources to numerous villages throughout the islands in regulated
ways that prevent conflict. For Sebastian, preserving the knowledge of names and
locations of these reefs, as well as which groups have title to them is valuable since recent
years have seen an increase in unauthorized fishing and diving on some reefs. He was
also upset that a taro patch his family had title too had been harvested without
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permission. And while total dependency on local resources has diminished, the erosion
of knowledge concerning the intricate connections between people, clan and estates is,
however, weakening traditional networks of support which do remain valuable. Mark
(54, Maap) indicates this when he recalls that growing up he “thought that [Yap] was a
very peaceful place to live. Being proud, pure and clean. And of course caring for one
another. We are very close. If somebody died at the other end of the island, all of a
sudden we have found connections. We are related to them and check to see what we
can do.”
When we speak of newer generations not respecting what came before them,
sometimes we can dismiss this to nostalgia for a past that we tend to assume was better
than the present. For Yapese, however, there appears to be a qualitative difference
between simple nostalgia and a material recognition that their quality of life seems to be
diminishing as a result of cultural erosion. Nostalgia also cannot explain away the
material economic and discursive forces that are at work dismembering traditional
structures that have long served to maintain yalen u Wa’ab. As I have been arguing, these
eroding traditional structures include the social mechanisms that enculturate and encode
the knowledge, customs and traditions within a symbolic field connecting people, clans
and estates. And as they slowly lose their knowledge of their deep connections to each
other and their lands, and importantly their roles as defined by these connections, there
is a real fear that they are also losing much more. And finally, as Yapese become more
and more alienated from their social and productive relationships to land (and by
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extension, their ancestral spirits who dwell within), it follows that negotiating their
Yapese identity which is collectively and individually rooted in the land becomes more
difficult as well. The upshot is that Yapese stakeholders report respect, and traditional
knowledge and customs concerning their social and political organization as priorities
for preservation.
LOCAL VALUES TOWARD OTHER FORMS OF INTANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE
Along with recognizing the broad value of respect and the body of traditional
knowledge pertaining to connections between people, clans, and estates, several other
elements of Yapese culture were identified as being part of their heritage in need of
preservation. One theme that emerged, for instance, was the need to preserve elements
of their traditional heritage that promoted health and wellbeing. Perhaps as the result of
what my participants felt was the overall worsening health of Yapese due to western
foods and a high intake of alcohol, a few responses emphasized the value of traditional
ecological knowledge which could be easily and affordably be relied upon to return to a
healthier lifestyle. Michael (45, Maap), who as a traditional healer knows much on the
issue, offered this assessment:
Well it is very important to save them, to save the traditions and customs.
Because again, when I mentioned about the beginning of people in Yap
when they came from Malaysia, I believe there is a tremendous knowledge
they have. In food, in medicine and in weather, in climate, all of these
things. And when you look at island lifestyle from that time, from the past,
you see that they did make a living, a very good living in Yap. They were
254

not sick people. They were not obese, they were healthy men and women
living in Yap. And that has to do with the lifestyle they had which
connected to the environment. And so they have a very strong knowledge
of the environment or the nature. Which we don’t understand much of it
today. A lot of the flus that go around, they had more knowledge [about
flus] than us today. We kind of rely on our hospital here, the health people,
but they would understand only when they have so many cases and they
would say ”OK, this is what we have now.” But in the old days there is a
way to live, to probably, to bypass or to be stronger, or to be immune, they
had a way to live better on these islands. So I think it is nice to preserve
that. I understand that there are not many people who know compared to
let’s say 50 years ago. But the very few people who understand some of it,
we don’t know what else to do to pass on the knowledge. It is something
that is very important.
Several others also expressed their views that traditional medicine and the knowledge
that comes with it are disappearing and it was crucial that more be done to help preserve
this part of their heritage. One high ranking chief thus stated:
And of course we have medicine. We need to preserve this. I value that a
lot. Medicine, we lost a lot of it. I am sure we still have some. Not everybody
knows the medicine. There are a few certain people that they are known
among us, they have the most medicine. It has been passed on through their
parents [who] passed [it] onto them. And those are, I value those a lot.
Like traditional medicine, canoe building and traditional navigation were also
highlighted as valuable forms of cultural heritage that needed to be preserved because
they have almost been completely lost today. As has already been pointed out for these
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three disappearing bodies of knowledge, it has been extremely difficult for those very
few individuals who still hold this information to pass it on to others. That so many wish
to see it preserved but so few are actually willing to invest the time and hard work needed
to learn it is telling. It demonstrates the transformations of priorities regarding what is
really important today in Yap as residents embrace a wage economy and their values
shift away from traditional fields of endeavor and their values.
Finally, several forms of intangible cultural heritage were important to preserve
because they held value as important symbols of the unique Yapese identity and
testaments to the creativity, beauty, and artistry found in their culture.

The most

significant of these is Yapese dance (churuq). Throop notes, “Generally speaking, whether
in practice or in reflection upon such practices, individuals often understand the dance
to be a privileged site for realizing a range of values central to yalean (tradition)”
(2009:184). Several different forms of dances exist for men, women and children and each
is a highly ritualized orchestration of complex body movements and vocalizations that
are often learned starting at a very young age. All dancers take time to adorn themselves
with traditional attire and decorations and silently march into the dancing grounds
(malal) where they line up in either one line or two facing each other. There are sitting
dances, standing dances, and bamboo dances and generally each lasts several minutes.
As I learned, certain villages in Yap are known to be home to skilled choreographers who
can compose new dances if the time arises. Dances can be traditionally purchased from
these men, as can existing dances be purchased from other villages as well.
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I was also told of the sacred significance of dances on several occasions. In one
story from a village near where I lived, there is reportedly one of the very first dancing
grounds on Yap where the spirits who lived on the islands before humans arrived used
to dance themselves. Those living in the area in these early days supposedly would hide
in the woods and see these spirits dancing and one day decided they would dance as well
in the sacred malal, thus beginning the tradition. The sacred value of dances is also
reflected in the ways some mediate the practice of retiring a dance. This is called
“hanging up the dance” and some see this ritual as a symbolic return of a particular dance
to the spirit-world above for safekeeping until a time when it can be brought back down.
Just as important as the symbolic meanings, however, is the traditional role dances play
in inter-village relations.

As Throop further notes, “Traditional relations between

villages are in fact concretely manifest in the regulations concerning which villages can
present which dances on which specific maalal. Such regulations further mandate the
occasions on which each of the dances may be performed” (2009:187).
As a valuable element of yalen u Wa’ab, dances and the accompanying chants are
performed in both traditional village and public settings.

Along with traditional

navigation and stone money, dances have become one of the most recognized elements
of Yapese heritage for outsiders familiar with Yap. Numerous dances are performed for
tourists and locals during Yap’s cultural festivals such as Yap Day, and dances can be
arranged for cultural tours or visiting dignitaries who arrive to Yap as well. They are
stunningly beautiful and powerfully evocative to witness. When considering the value
257

of dances to local stakeholders, it is of note that it was my observation that most dances
today are performed for non-traditional public heritage purposes such as those
mentioned above and payment is usually given to the village. In these cases, it should
also be recognized that the agreed upon fee is understandable when one considers the
number of individuals involved and the many hours it takes for dancers and villages to
prepare for their performance. The value of dances will be further examined in Chapter
8 when I turn to private heritage preservation in Yap.
Other forms of intangible cultural heritage that interviewees indicate were
important to preserve include the knowledge to create many of their handicrafts such as
woven baskets and also traditional construction skills. The Yap State Living History
Museum displays many of the traditional Yapese structures that are found around the
islands and was built by one of a few remaining groups who still retain the specialized
knowledge for traditional construction. Some respondents noted that while only a small
percentage of Yapese still live in traditional structures, they felt that losing the knowledge
to create traditional buildings would not be good. They reported that even though they
lived in air-conditioned, block houses themselves, the economic and practical drawbacks
of modern houses have made them question adopting this aspect of modernity.
What Yapese call traditional houses are built with locally sourced materials that
are easy to acquire and when built cost exponentially less than modern structures. They
also are cooler, easier to maintain and replaceable if a typhoon were to hit the islands.
Modern houses, on the other hand, are extremely expensive in Yap where the minimum
258

wage is less than $2 per hour. Furthermore, the cost for electricity is disproportionately
high as well in Yap and air-conditioning can push electric bills as high as hundreds of
dollars per month.51 The lure of modernity and the comforts and security of block houses
has led most of Yap’s residents to make a decision that often places them in debt and in
turn beholden to the hegemonies of the wage economy. Framed within an implicit
critique of Yap’s postcolonial capitalist economy, the following insightful observation by
Leo presents a compelling example of the unforeseen costs of trading the old for new:
Going back to housing loans, I have been watching people, I have been
observing people for a long time. People just like me who have nothing. But
they go to YAPCAP [a local non-profit credit agency] and apply for a
$50,000 or $30,000 loan to build a house for them. They give them loan and
I don't know why they give them the loan when they couldn't pay the loan.
They paid the loan for maybe two or three years, the family struggles and
then they stop their allotment and all of these things. And then YAPCAP
has to come after them. But that is not the worst part. The worst part is the
house they built, they cannot live in because it is too hot. So they use it as
storage. They build a koyeng right next to it and they live in that. That is
where they spend most of their time. Which is less than $10 for that house.
All the materials are free and it is cheap. Maybe they have bought a couple
of pounds of nails and that is it. And that is where they spend most of their
time. But the $30,000 or $50,000 house, they use as storage. Because it is very
uncomfortable for them to live in there. But still it doesn't sink in their head,
that they made a mistake. They think people will look at them and think
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For reference, the electricity bill for my small home with only small fans, lighting, a refrigerator, TV, and
a hot-plate (without A/C), ran between $80 to $130 per month.
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they are rich people because they have a good house. That is the kind of
mentality we have here. And I have seen people here doing that. The next
thing you know they are going around and asking people for money for
their gasoline. Even salt. You know salt is very cheap. Even a lighter. But
they have a $30,000 house in their yard and next to it is a Koyeng with no
walls, sometimes have walls. And at night when you go, that is where
they’re sleeping and all of their junk is stored in the house. So when they
go shower, they come back, they go inside that house to change.
LOCAL VALUES TOWARD TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN YAP
It was clear throughout my research that tangible cultural heritage was not as
significant to Yapese as the things they valued in the above sections of this chapter. That
is not to say, however, that tangible forms of Yapese culture are not also important for
stakeholders in many ways and identified as worthy of preservation efforts. As I will
discuss, material elements of Yapese culture are infused with meanings that give them
value today and thus remain indelibly attached to negotiations of identity grounded in
the material relations between people and their land.
Numerous examples can be given of the types of important tangible cultural
heritage found on Yap. For outsiders, the most recognizable physical symbol of Yapese
heritage is their famous stone money (rei) that is still being circulated today, albeit in
rapidly decreasing frequency. Others familiar with the culture might also note the
significance of Yapese stone money banks (malal) which line stone platforms (wunbay)
and also demarcate the sacred dancing grounds. Some too might also see Yap’s beautiful
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stone paths that weave throughout the island connecting villages as highly valuable. And
finally, there are the traditional structures such as community houses (peebay) and men’s
houses (faluw) that observers may claim are important tangible symbols of Yapese
heritage that need to be preserved. What is interesting in the research, however, is that
all these elements of cultural heritage were not immediately identified in interviews as
being priorities for preservation. When pressed to think about tangible heritage and its
importance in Yap, many of these material aspects of their culture did come up and were
reconsidered to be valuable though. It is very possible that their absence from the top of
the list of priorities may have to do with Yapese understandings of heritage as referring
more to immaterial, intangible forms of their culture. Even if this is indeed the case, we
still can see in their responses that the materiality of cultural heritage is not nearly as
significant as the values tangible resources have in grounding yalen u Wa’ab in the land
and its connections to people.
YAPESE STONE MONEY
An examination of Yap’s famous stone money can help to illustrate how Yapese
mediate material culture as potent resources of knowledge needed to maintain yalen u
Wa’ab. Fitzpatrick (2004) has estimated that Yapese first began voyaging to Palau to
quarry stone money around 600 years ago. The introduction of new pieces of stone
money ended over a hundred years ago perhaps as a direct result of restrictions imposed
by the German administration on inter-island travel. Today, hundreds of pieces remain
and continue to be used in traditional exchanges during ceremonies or as settlements for
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conflict resolution. Interestingly, most large pieces never change their locations during
these transactions (Figure 6). Transfer of ownership, however, is collectively understood
by all who are involved and this knowledge of title is authorized through the witness
accounts of the many participants of the exchange. It should be noted, however, that the
knowledge of ownership of some of Yap’s stone money has been disappearing. Many
people I spoke with acknowledged this and thought it would be a good idea to do a
survey to collect the histories and ownership of as many rai as possible. Others, however,
cautioned that this would not only be difficult since so much knowledge has been lost,
but also that it would almost certainly lead to disputes and conflict. Thomas (65, Gagil),
a respected elder from his village, explains that “once there is a survey coming to identify,
there are going to be arguments over ownership. It is just like what happened with land
registration…it is not a very Yapese way before.” This dilemma reflects an interesting
phenomenon on Yap that will
be touched on later; namely,
how
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discursive exercises of power
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FIGURE 6: LARGE REI ON DISPLAY AT MANGYOL SITE IN GAGIL.
(PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)
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The value of stone money has often been understood to derive from various factors
such as the “size, shape, quality, and history” of each piece (Fitzpatrick and Hezell
2006:13). While this may have been more true in the past, my research indicates that the
history embedded in rai is the dominant factor in determining value today. Whether it
was the legends of the original hardships from quarrying and the often deadly ocean
journey home from Palau, or the provenance of transactions the rai has symbolically
travelled through its time in Yap, it is the stories inscribed into stone money that
ultimately encode them with symbolic capital. These histories are originally histories of
effort, skill and suffering that were mediated with earlier aesthetic values (size, shape
and quality) to give each piece of stone money its symbolic capital, which in turn was
publically authorized by the chiefs who received them. The fact that the largest pieces of
stone money hold less value since they were acquired using modern tools and brought
to Yap on O’Keefe’s ship is a further indication that it is the stories written into the stone
discs and not their material form that is most significant for Yapese.
Because the chiefs who accept the stone money are simply the “voice” or proxy of
their titled lands, the value of the stone money thus flows through the power of the land
as well, thereby accruing even more significance. As explained to me, rei were also given
the names (which, again, come from a pool of ancestral names found in the land) of the
heroes who suffered and endured the extreme hardships to acquire them. In this sense,
they become memorials to those who they are named after and gain added value as well
since names come from the sacred power of the land and also because the legend of
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suffering conveys deep meaning for Yapese (Throop 2010). As Augustine (53, Weloy)
put it: “Back then when we were making stone money and somebody died during the
process of making that stone money, then that money becomes valuable because then it
is named after that person that lost their life. So it is like that would be a monument.”
Yet, that is also just the beginning. As rai are transacted in formal ceremonial exchanges
between people, estates and villages, they accrue additional value as tangible symbols of
relationships, connections, reciprocity and conflict resolution. It is thus this accretion of
values, grounded first in suffering then in the material relations based in land, that give
Yapese stone money its ultimate significance within yalen u Wa’ab.
During my time in Yap, I witnessed stone money being used to both settle disputes
and in formal ceremonial exchanges. When a neighbor of mine was caught stealing
betelnut from a tree on my landlord’s property (a serious offense), he was forced to pay
a large monetary fine and to also compensate my landlord’s family with a piece of stone
money and other traditional goods. During the historic mitmit in which I participated,
several large pieces of stone money were also ceremonially exchanged between villages.
So while its use and value may be diminishing some, rai are still functioning elements of
Yapese cultural heritage. Some do acknowledge that the value of rai is not so much
derived from memorializing the past anymore, but more from its collectively authorized
power to regulate traditional social relations. Consider, for example, David’s (66, Tomil)
following statement:
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Yeah to me it is different [from being a memorial]. Because the stone money
is still in use. We still use stone money even today. Yes, sometimes, I don’t
remember the exact month, but sometime this year we had to get stone
money out of Makiy, close to Mangyol. And it is at the community center
in Tomil right now. It was given to us by [the chief there]. And we had to
use it for asking for forgiveness. Yeah, it happened this year but the reason
was some boys went away with some lost and found stuff during last year’s
Yap Day. So we had to do pleading for forgiveness because of what those
boys did. So stone money is still being used and not as a monument but in
exchange for asking forgiveness and we also use stone money and shell
money when asking for the hands of ladies. We also use them when naming
people, naming children. You know stone money and shell money are still
being used a lot. We don’t use them to get items from the store, but we use
them on local things. Also during mitmit and other celebrations like Yap
Day.
David’s response highlights the exchange value of stone money within Yap’s cultural
field of capital. In almost all cases, the symbolic and cultural capital vested in rai is nontransferable to economic capital. They are not used to purchase modern goods, but rather
only hold currency in traditional transactions. And while they may not be considered by
some to be memorials, their value is still “quite literally calibrated in Yapese cultural logic
according to a metric of suffering” (Throop 2010:21). We see this in the use of stone money
to ask for forgiveness and how rai are mediated within a modern/traditional dichotomy
and a cultural logic that interestingly does not seem to identify western currency with
suffering and hardship.
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Other traditional Yapese money such as shell money (yar) and the more valuable
and rare whaletooth necklaces (gaw) are similarly used only for traditional transactions.
They also each have histories of their own. As one high-ranking chief told me, “It is like
this: This yar and the gaw, the necklace, [they] all have history. Stories.” Along with stone
money, these forms of traditional currency are also finite in number and state laws
prohibit them from leaving the state. They thus circulate in a closed system where their
symbolic importance and value cannot be diminished as long their stories are kept alive.
As with all such exchanges, the symbolic value in their giving and receiving derives
largely from the social bonds that are established or reaffirmed.52 When speaking to one
friend about traditional exchanges and the meanings behind them, I asked about the
obligations of reciprocation when a gift was given without expectation. I was told that
the receiver of traditional money was expected to eventually reciprocate with something
of more value than what he had received. Instead of returning a similarly valued gift
where giver and receiver become “even,” he jokingly told me, “No, you always leave it
on the odd.” Hearing this made me understand just how important these exchanges of
traditional money are for Yapese. They are less traditional economic transactions than
they are exchanges that function to strongly maintain social interdependency. This
underscores the value traditional money has for preserving Yapese cultural heritage
which is so strongly rooted in the connections between people, clans and estates. Rai, yar,
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I was honored to be given two pieces of yar during ceremonies I participated in and made sure to give them
back before I left. In my fieldnotes, I remarked on what a profound experience it was to be given these gifts.
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gaw and other tangible forms of machaaf (valuables) are indispensable mediums of
symbolic regenerative practices that produce yalen u Wa’ab. In many ways the reciprocity
and exchanges of traditional money also demonstrate the embeddedness (Polanyi 1944)
of economic processes within social institutions as well. That they are not used solely for
traditional purposes also suggests that locals are resisting the forces of market capitalism
that naturally seek to dis-embed transactions and exchanges from their customary social
functions.
THE VALUE OF OTHER FORMS OF TANGIBLE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN YAP
As with Yap’s traditional money, the value stakeholders report for other forms of
their material culture can likewise be understood as deriving from their significance in
communicating important cultural meanings. As I have been arguing, these meanings
themselves are produced within a symbolically ordered pattern rooted in the material
relations to their land. As Egan has argued, “Land is the ‘gold reserve’ of Yap’s timehonored sociopolitical hierarchy” (2004:42). Meanings and values of yalen u Wa’ab are
thus authorized through this calculus of material relations built upon land’s symbolic
power. It follows then that the cultural heritage that is significant and worth preserving
is often those elements of their culture, tangible and intangible, that reify and support
existing sociopolitical structures anchored in the land.

Material heritage such as

traditional houses and other structures are therefore valued as long as they continue to
serve this purpose. As an example, Steven (49, Fanif) offers the following when asked if
he thought preservation efforts that restore traditional houses were helpful:
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They are not valuable if you did not know our customs. There is no need to
keep up the men's house or a community meeting house without knowing.
That is why I was saying we need to start somewhere. Because we keep on
building men’s houses and stone paths, well stone paths are good because
everybody goes on them and use them in the villages every day. But as for
community meeting houses and men’s houses, I don’t agree with that.
Because there is no need for building them. It is good for the tourists and
somebody from outside to come and take a look at it. But it is a waste of
time for the Yapese at this stage.
Steven’s response indicates that traditional houses are no longer worth preserving since
they have largely fallen out of use and no longer convey the same cultural meanings they
once did. Stone paths, however, are worth preserving since they still have a function
today. When Steven says they “need to start somewhere,” he is referring back to his
views on the primary value of respect and that preserving yalen u Wa’ab must start in the
home: “That is where we should start. I know that men’s houses and stone paths and all
of those are part of it. You cannot do those if you don’t have the basic culture.” Steven’s
views are also informed by observations that Yap’s HPO has been involved with several
projects focused on restoring stone paths and traditional houses.

He seems to be

expressing frustration that restoring peebays and faluws is a practice that is ultimately
unnecessary if their significance to yalen u Wa’ab is being forgotten.
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Grace’s (33, 53 Weloy) responses insightfully illustrate the value of tangible
elements of cultural heritage that, like traditional money, are mediums of cultural
transmission. In essence, as with Steven, she believes that preserving yalen u Wa’ab
should be a process that first begins in the home. But she feels that along with teachings
within the households, preservation efforts can be directed at the literal and symbolic
foundations of households: the daef. As she states:
I would preserve like the foundations on the land. Like the family, the
family house, the family foundations, those are things that I would
preserve. That would be my priority. And then I would preserve the malal
and the peebay and the men's house. That would be my second.
And so for Grace and others, it is not really the transient structures and traditional
buildings that give shelter that are most important, it is the enduring sacred stone daef
which root them to the land and are conduits of the land’s power which authorizes their
identity. House foundations are the first link in a chain of symbolically ordered patterns
of sociopolitical relations from which yalen u Wa’ab flows upward and outward from the
household unit to the estate, then village, and finally all the way through to Yap’s islandwide sociopolitical hierarchy. It is thus this link that should be preserved before all else
according to Grace. But preservation of daef is not necessarily a practice that includes
material restoration (although it could for some). Instead it is the symbolic links that
should be restored when needed. This is because Yapese identity (both individually and
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collectively) is ultimately the embodiment of the ascribed knowledge and information
located in daef. And once this link is preserved, then the chain of meanings and values of
other tangible culture can be “read” as well. And so when asked why (unlike Steven) she
would choose to preserve community houses and other tangible Yapese culture, Grace
helps us understand with the following response:
Yes, because those are the stories. They are the stories...The man's house,
the peebay, those are stories. Because I would choose the daef, I would choose
to preserve that first because each family must preserve their own. Their
own story. So like my name would have a daef and that daef, my name,
would be with that land and it has its own story. So all the children and my
family would have their own Yapese name with their own story and their
own daef. So in preserving your own daef you are actually preserving all the
people of yap.
Along with built heritage such as daef and traditional structures, the meanings and
values associated with landscapes were identified as tangible cultural heritage worth
preserving as well. The distinction between “natural” and “cultural” heritage was not
considered in our interviews. Smith’s (2006) critique of the AHD’s discursive power to
reify these categories is of note here. Given their deeply symbolic bond with their land,
like many other non-Western heritage stakeholders, Yapese do not automatically
distinguish themselves as being outside of nature. As Keith Basso in his influential
anthropological work on landscapes and their deep meanings notes, “Thus represented
and enacted—daily, monthly, seasonally, annually—places and their meanings are
continually woven into the fabric of social life, anchoring it to features of the landscape
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and blanketing it with layers of significance that few can fail to appreciate” (1996:57).
This observation is no doubt acutely relevant in Yap where social relations are materially
and symbolically woven and anchored into their land. It is no surprise then that natural
features of the landscape are encoded with significant cultural meanings as well.
Especially for sacred spaces and others with valuable histories, it is important that Yapese
remember the stories and their meanings so that they can respect their significance to
yalen u Wa’ab. When discussing the value of monuments, for example, David (66, Tomil)
states the following:
Yeah, most markers here in Yap are either rocks or pieces of hills. Very, very
small mountains. And so they don't really represent things like the
monument for George Washington, but even though they are rocks, they
have a history. And that history part of it is important. Somehow the rock
got there by a person who got very afraid and he changed himself into a
rock. But if a person changes into a rock, he dies. And so after changing
into a rock there was no way to get them back into a person again. So the
rock remains a rock. And whether it is true or not, there is a history behind
it that is the important part of it. For like the monument for the soldiers that
died in Vietnam, it is true that the history behind it is more than the
monument, that is what I'm talking about. The history about the rocks or
the small hill is more important than the rocks or the hill itself.
Preserving these aspects of their heritage, however, requires only to make sure the stories
and their meanings are kept alive. Landscapes, especially sacred areas, should not be
transformed or even restored. John (56, Tomil) notes that it would be good to collect oral
histories of these areas, but not to physically alter them:
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Because once you kind of restore that, you may get something out of it, but
at the same time it can lose its very own significance. Like, you know,
cleaning around a rock. That rock has been there, and that grass and tree
has been there for a long time. And things you know trees and grasses have
been growing in the area, and I and others grow. Maybe go in there and try
to clean that out. Are you really preserving the significance, the integrity of
that object or are you sort of…To me I would rather record the history of
that.
As with other sacred locations in the landscape, gravesites were also mentioned as
significant places that needed to be protected.

While we may not normally hold

cemeteries to be in the same category as historic buildings and other forms of built
heritage, it is easy to see how Yapese would feel measures to safeguard and protect
cultural heritage would most importantly apply to these scared sites as well. When
conducting CRM work in an area with grave sites in Yap many years ago, Thomas King
states that when he asked local stakeholders if it would be okay to rebury their ancestors
somewhere else, “There was virtually no response; the idea of disturbing the graves was
so outrageous that the people couldn’t relate to it” (2003:198). As Grace (33,54 Weloy)
indicates, this taboo has recently become an issue with the large-scale tourism
development that is likely moving in to Yap:
The graves, those are also what you might say are memorials or
monuments. There is also dispute, I hear you know, ETG buying land here
on Yap, one of the reasons why people are arguing with that is there is land

54

Approximate age.
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that we don’t use but they are graves for our ancestors. And it is very bad
to disrupt land that has the graves on it. So there are families who are
fighting and saying “You know if you are going to give that piece of land,
it is really hard for me to except. Because our great, great, great grandfather
was buried on that land.” If you go you can still see the marker where the
grave is. We cannot do that to our great, great, grandfather. So you know it
is like that. So it is not only what we are using now or the people that exist
now, but we also pay respect to those who have gone before us. So even
their grave, it is really so important to our family. To the point that we will
fight and we will break our family relationship because you have chosen to
dishonor our grave, the grave of our ancestors.

CASE STUDY: THE SIMION HOKULE’A
Before moving on, a final account that illustrates local views and values of tangible
cultural heritage is worth mentioning. As already discussed, local stakeholders indicated
their desire to preserve the disappearing bodies of knowledge for traditional navigation
and traditional canoe carving. These elements of their heritage are well-known by locals
and outsiders alike, and even though they are almost gone on Yap’s Main Island, they
are still powerful symbols of Yapese identity. For outsiders like myself who understand
these values and recognize the growing likelihood that these bodies of knowledge are
very close to being lost, it would seem very useful to preserve the historic sailing canoe
known as the Simion Hokule’a.
The Simion Hokule’a is perhaps the most famous Micronesian voyaging canoe in
recent memory. Its fame is due to it being built and captained by the late master navigator
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(palu) Mau Piailung whose legendary way-finding knowledge and abilities are worldrenown and were eventually sought after by Hawai’ian navigators whom he taught and
sailed with on their historic 1976 revival journey from Hawaii to Tahiti aboard the
Hōkūle‘a. With voyages captained by Mau Piailung and then later palu, the Simion
Hokule’a made numerous historic long-distance journeys that had not been attempted for
many decades and helped to sustain a Carolinian voyaging “renaissance” that began in
the 1970s (Metzger 2006). Once retired, the historic canoe was given to the Yap State
Visitors Bureau for safekeeping and to be used in possible cultural demonstrations for
locals and tourists alike. Eventually stewardship of the Simion Hokule’a was transferred
to Yap’s Traditional Navigation Society (TNS) which was tasked to maintain it.
After several years,
funding

for

its

upkeep

became harder to acquire
and it eventually came to
rest

on

an

isolated

beachfront on the northern
coast of Maap in a village
just north of where I lived
(Figure

7).

No

longer

FIGURE 7: THE RETIRED SIMION HOKULE'A IN TORUW VILLAGE, 2014.
(PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

seaworthy, the famous canoe remains under the hot sun deteriorating more and more
each day, vulnerable as well to being washed away from typhoon storm surge. Knowing
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the historic significance of the Simion Hokule’a, I was often left wondering why more was
not done to protect it or even to restore it to a condition where it could be displayed as a
memorial of one of the state’s most famed elements its heritage.

The heritage it

represented was of particular interest to me so I knew my values for it were perhaps
stronger than most who were not as familiar with the canoe’s significance. I was also in
frequent contact with ethnographic filmmaker Eric Metzger who has spent much of his
life dedicated to researching and documenting traditional Carolinian navigation and
even sailed on the Simion Hokule’a during one of its famous journeys. Metzgar had known
Mau Piailung and is very close with several of Yap’s remaining Outer Islander palu.
Naturally, he too has been very concerned that the Simion Hokule’a was rotting away and
asked for my help to encourage local efforts to properly care for the canoe or even to
move it to a place where it could be protected and displayed.
The HPO office and I thus worked together on a plan to help move the canoe to
Colonia where it could be put on display to memorialize its historic place in Yap’s
heritage. Yet our efforts did not work for reasons I still do not fully understand. I know
TNS considered the matter, but I was told that its board members could not agree on
what to do to save the Simion Hokule’a. I was also aware that there were talks with
someone who claimed to represent a museum in Europe that was interested in acquiring
the famous canoe, but I am not sure if the possible sale was a factor in preventing
safeguarding actions as speculated. And so as of this writing, the world-renowned Simion
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Hokule’a still sits alone rotting away on the northern coast, continuing to serve its new
purpose as a playground for young village children.
The story of the Simion Hokule’a provides an interesting case from which to
interrogate Yapese values towards their tangible cultural heritage. Several questions
arise that are important for this study. For one, how important is it really to local
stakeholders that they save this canoe and possibly put it on display for locals and
outsiders and thus convert it from private heritage to public heritage? And if it is not that
important, why? I also was forced to consider the possibility the Simion Hokule’a may not
be valued as much on the Main Islands as I thought it should because it is really part of
the Yap’s Outer Island heritage. Since I do not have all the facts on what really happened,
I can only say for sure that it was decided that the seemingly easy task of safeguarding
the famed canoe was not a high priority for those deciding on its future. It is possible
that internal politics played a factor, and it is also possible that it was just too difficult to
organize the efforts needed to move it to Colonia. But why not at the very least build a
low-cost shelter to protect it at its current location? For whatever reason, it is very likely
the Simion Hokule’a will be gone forever soon.
I considered the romantic possibility that this case simply demonstrates some
unrecognizable innate understanding that the most respectful way to care for and honor
the old, well-travelled canoe is to let it rot away and finally return to the sacred land from
whence it came. And given the fundamental significance of land in the symbolic world
of Yapese, I cannot rule this out completely as a possibility. Indeed, to take the symbolic
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argument further, we could also go out on a limb and consider that as the canoe
transitioned from a state of usefulness (life) to one in which it no longer held utility
(death), it moved from tabugul to taqay within their primary semantic opposition that
“defines the polar elements of a continuum of purity and impurity” (Lingenfelter
1977:333). If so, then maybe failure to take action with the canoe is due to some
unconscious mediation of enduring taboos or restrictions that come with its new
symbolic status. It does also seem very possible that because it belonged to Mau Piailung
it holds sacred power that Main Island stakeholders are uncertain of how to respect. Yet
my ethnographic data is too insufficient to make that case here, despite that upon analysis
it appears to be a productive avenue for future inquiry. I am left instead with viewing
this issue as resulting from unidentifiable negotiations of practical (economic, logistic,
etc.) and intrinsic values that in the end made protecting and preserving the canoe not
worth the effort.
Perhaps like those who reported unease over Yap’s Living History Museum, it is
possible that stakeholders are resisting turning the canoe into a museum display since
that might transform its living, private meanings and values into dead historic ones for
the public. Maybe the simple lesson here then is that like all the forms of tangible heritage
already considered, an old canoe is not as important as the stories it tells. Metzgar
(personal communication, March 8, 2016) makes mention of the ways retired canoes on
the Outer Islands are sometimes used for spare parts for others still in use. Yet he also
mentions that he knows of occasions where materials from old canoes have been used to
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make coffins for their deceased owners. So values can be informed by both practical
needs and symbolic associations found in the present. The past and the future are not
immediate concerns when dealing with the material demands of the present.

But

whatever the reason, the tale of the Simion Hokule’a does warrant a critical examination
of the existence of a universal value for certain types of tangible heritage. And if outsiders
like Metzger and I truly value the historic canoe’s preservation more than locals, then
understanding why can help us when engaging larger questions about cultural heritage
processes more generally. Perhaps more significant though is that professional heritage
practitioners first recognize that different values are always likely to exist even if they
remain hidden from view.

CONCLUSION
The analysis shows that Yapese stakeholders view and value cultural heritage
quite differently from the way institutional heritage discourses engage it. This supports
many of the positions within critical heritage discourses I have considered in earlier
chapters. It has also been shown that Yapese Main Islanders have a term that allows us
to consider an emic, indigenous way to alternatively view heritage. Yalen u Wa’ab
incorporates much of what we have come to associate with our contemporary etic
definitions of “culture” but with an emphasis on certain virtues and values central to
Yapese life. Fundamental to yalen u Wa’ab is also the knowledge of ties between land,
people and clan and the proper ways individuals and villages interact based on these ties
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that define their sociopolitical order. This knowledge has been identified as a primary
element of Yapese cultural heritage that needs to somehow be protected and preserved
more effectively.
The investigation also suggests that yalen u Wa’ab is a process, or a way of life that
Yapese see as disappearing partly because the knowledge about the traditional
sociopolitical system is not being valued and respected as it was in the past. I propose
that the diminishing value in knowing the sociopolitical knowledge is a result of the
diminishing importance of traditional material relations to the land as capitalist
modernity provides alternatives to dependencies on local resources and the productive
labor required to maintain their traditional subsistence patterns. Yet these material
relationships between land, people and clan provide more than just a sustainable system
of resource allocation because they also ultimately weave together their traditional
network of social support and interdependency. This support system may be what
stakeholders fear is being lost and worry about most, especially given the current and
future economic uncertainty in the state. If this is true, then it is no surprise that tangible
cultural heritage is only valued when it confers meanings that support the cultural
processes that define their yalen u Wa’ab. In other words, for local Yapese stakeholders,
tangible cultural heritage can be important as long as whatever it is (a site, a structure,
traditional money, etc.) retains its significant role within Yapese private heritage
processes that affirm and activate relationships between people and their landed
positions within the sociopolitical order.
279

CHAPTER 8:
CHATHOWLI YALEN U WA’AB
INTRODUCTION
The previous chapter provided an ethnographic analysis of the local views and
values of local stakeholders toward their Yapese cultural heritage. I explored the ways in
which the etic concept of cultural heritage is mediated to align closely with the emic
Yapese associations with yalen u Wa’ab. A recurring pattern of interview responses
further indicated that Yapese see cultural heritage preservation as essentially no different
from cultural preservation and that they therefore value and want to preserve all the
defining elements of their changing culture that they still can. Examining the specific
elements of heritage that were most important to them, the analysis suggested preserving
Yapese private heritage is the primary concern. Participant stakeholders also identify a
declining presence of daily respect toward yalen u Wa’ab as the primary threat to their
private heritage.
This chapter will now examine the ethnographic data on the various ways Yapese
cultural heritage is seen to have been preserved and maintained on the Main Islands. It
will open with a discussion of the formal practices of historic and heritage preservation
that in many ways blur the lines between Chambers’ public and private heritage
categories. It will then consider the informal modes of cultural transmission and practices
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that have long helped to ensure yalen u Wa’ab is kept alive. The chapter will finally close
with a case study on the 2014 mitmit in Ngolog that has great value in helping us
appreciate the role of private heritage in Yap.

FORMAL CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTICE: PUBLIC HERITAGE
Chambers describes public heritage “as an expression of the past that attempts to
preserve important though often fading social practices” (2006:2) and that it “derives
from a close association with history” (2006:3). He also points out that the move toward
seeing heritage this way led to a professionalization of heritage that in turn “saw the
emergence and institutional development of an historic preservation ethic…contributing
to the professionalization of such areas as historic preservation and archaeology”
(2006:12). Previously, in Chapter 6, the professionalized discourses of the NPS were
examined in order to inspect the values and views of cultural heritage which inform Yap’s
Historic Preservation Office activities. Recalling that discussion, as mandated by the NPS
and the requirements they are in turn forced to follow with Historic Preservation Fund
grant money, the HPOs in the Pacific all share the same directives of surveying,
inventorying, evaluating, registering, and preserving the cultural resources of the islands.
Summarizing the public heritage activities of the HPO I have already covered
previously, notwithstanding the Yap State ICH Program, cultural heritage preservation
efforts conducted through the office necessarily have included survey and inventory
activities for many significant sites throughout Yap in the name of historic preservation.
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The restoration of stone-money banks, traditional buildings and stone paths have also
been a common focus. As far as intangible heritage, outside of the ICH Program, the
HPO has also been actively building a large database of valuable oral histories that they
have collected over the years as well. And finally, the HPO has the very important role
of safeguarding most of Yap’s important documents, manuscripts, thesis and
dissertations, books, reports, images, videos and other resources having to do with the
Yapese culture and history. This means the HPO is charged with the vital responsibility
of safeguarding Yap’s documented, historic past and is called upon often to provide
important information for a wide variety of historic and cultural concerns. The HPO is
thus assumed by all to be the site of authorized knowledge on the state’s historical past
because its authority is collectively sanctioned and approved by the state’s citizens.
When, for instance, I communicated online with a well-respected elder friend whom I
knew to be a key knowledgeable stakeholder that could easily answer a particular
question I had, he replied with what he thought was correct but suggested I should
consult with HPO just to be sure. My former colleagues at HPO may likely feel a great
burden when asked to discursively authorize knowledge in this new way; especially
when at times the information they hold is contested.
THE COUNCIL OF PILUNG
The traditional chiefly councils and their members occupy a liminal space between
public and private heritage. The councils are in the difficult position of having to
properly use their authority to protect and preserve yalen u Wa’ab in service to both the
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state government and their local communities. As discussed in the previous chapter, the
Council of Pilung (COP) and the Council of Tamol (COT) are given constitutional
authority to “perform functions which concern tradition and custom” in the state. As
expressed to me by lawyers in Yap and elsewhere, this legal mandate is quite opaque and
there is a lot of room for interpretation. Despite their relatively ill-defined legal position
within the state’s constitution, the councils are seen to serve a much needed role in
maintaining and preserving Yapese cultural heritage.

They are understood to be

protectors of yalen u Wa’ab who have the constitutional power to regulate government
activities that may “limit or invalidate any recognized tradition or custom” (FSM
Supreme Court Home Page 2016). While I was with the HPO, we were always very
observant of the legal and culturally symbolic authority of the councils and always
sought approval from them for our office’s projects and activities.
The COP and COT are made up of high chiefs (or their representatives) from each
Main Island municipality or Outer Island district, respectively. The ten traditional chiefs
of the COP meet weekly at their central office in Colonia to discuss matters concerning
custom and tradition with each other and the various groups who are required to consult
with them and seek their approval. It was my observation that the councils were in a
difficult position to arbitrate culture and tradition for several reasons. First, by bringing
the chiefs together in the formal government setting, their traditional authority and the
ways it is normally employed in service of their communities has been transformed to
some degree. Now the chiefs must regularly meet in a central office to collect a minor
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stipend for essentially performing administrative duties that serve the state. They seem
to be stuck in an arrangement where their power is used mostly to approve or disapprove
the activities and practices of the state. They have neither the economic resources or legal
authority to do much more. As two leaders within the COP explained to me, when they
try to propose cultural heritage projects they feel are needed, they are consistently denied
government funding for their plans. As Thomas (65, Gagil) put it, “The council itself
cannot go around and say ‘OK, now we want to preserve and protect our culture and
here is how we are going to do it.’ We can come out with a plan, but there is nobody [that
is] going to listen to that.” An argument can be made then that what effectively has
occurred is that the state has appropriated the traditional authority of the chiefs through
incorporating them into their “disciplinary society” (Foucault 1977).
It is also true that the traditional authority of the high chiefs has become more
contested as a result of coming together in the COP. When discussing the role of the COP
one participant noted, for instance, that in the past it was unheard of for all the high chiefs
to meet together in one place; there were strict protocols between chiefly interactions and
gatherings. This change in yalen u Wa’ab is hard for some to accept. Even more troubling
for the COP’s authority, however, is that on Facebook and in some interviews, people are
questioning the chiefly status of some members whom they believe are not the true chiefs
of certain high-ranking estates. They feel that ultimate traditional authority should be
with the actual titled chiefs to the highest estates and not with individuals who were
selected to serve as proxy for them because of their age or wisdom concerning tradition
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and custom. The primary reason for many contestations appears to be a result of the
heated debate over ETG and the COP’s reported support for the project. Decisions
surrounding issues such as ETG that will have impacts on almost everyone in the state
should be taken very seriously and ultimately made by the those who rightfully hold title
to speak for the highest estates.
In the end, despite the controversies, the COP remains the ultimate authority for
legally overseeing and protecting yalen u Wa’ab on the Main Islands. Along with their
authority to decide on government decisions, they also collectively oversee statewide
cultural activities such as Yap Day and many other civic affairs. They are valued and
respected by most stakeholders who acknowledge their ascribed status and the wisdom
and knowledge that they are traditionally required to embody as the lung (voice) of the
land. This respect and deference gives the councils the collective approval of Yap’s
citizens to be the ultimate arbitrators of truth since they are trusted to know more about
yalen u Wa’ab than others. Yet the respect and authority given to the council is still limited
by its institutional position within the larger state apparatus. The politicization of their
traditional authority effectively limits them to the management of public heritage. At the
same time, this discursive relocation of traditional authority within state structures may
also be limiting their important roles in maintaining private heritage. While I do not
discuss it more in the final chapter’s recommendations, I feel it is worth considering how
empowering the COP to more effectively manage Yap’s heritage practices may be a
useful approach for policymakers on the island. One argument I heard is that this could
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be done by giving them authority over the HPO. Yet the problem with this idea is that it
would mean the chiefly councils would ultimately be required to comply with the NPS
standards and procedures; an arrangement that would likely introduce further
difficulties and continue to confine their effectiveness to mainly public heritage efforts.
THE YAP WOMEN’S ASSOCIATION AND WAA’GEY
The Yap Women’s Association (YWA) and Waa’gey are the two main nongovernmental organizations on Yap’s Main Islands that are heavily involved with
heritage preservation. It is of note for my study that focuses on Main Island heritage that
Waa’gey is an NGO that deals exclusively with Outer Island cultural heritage. Both,
however, are local efforts engaging public heritage in successful ways that deserves
mention here.
According to their website, “Waa’gey is a community-based organization that uses
traditional skills to confront the social, economic and environmental challenges faced by
the people of Micronesia's most remote outer islands” (Waa’gey 2016). Waa’gey receives
its financial support from grants and donations and also through sales of traditional
handicrafts to tourists at their central location under a thatched hut neighboring the Yap
State Living History Museum in Colonia where almost every day a small group of Outer
Islanders (mostly men) mingle and work on a variety of traditional activities. Again, even
though my study concerns Main Island cultural heritage, Waa’gey provides an important
example of the organization of preservation efforts within a public heritage context in
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order to counter the diminishing presence of local private heritage processes. This need
for public heritage strategies is summed up well in their promotional discourse:
Waa'gey organizes the efforts of volunteers to pass specialized local
knowledge from community elders to young people. Traditionally, this
occurred as a matter of cultural and familial course in the Outer Islands that
span from Yap Proper to Chuuk Lagoon. Today, with the introduction of
the cash economy and a surge in emigration to the urban centers on high
islands, continuation of such instruction must be deliberate. Ongoing
Waa'gey projects include dugout canoe and handicraft carving as well as
specialized skirt weaving.
[Waa’gey 2016]
One can easily see here how the discourse of heritage preservation for Waa’gey
stakeholders is produced as a strategy for confronting the political and economic realities
of the State’s current postcolonial circumstances. Public heritage strategies in this case
are seen as “deliberate” and necessary in order to deal with the shift to a market economy
and the resulting movement of people into the State’s economic center.
The Yap Women’s Association is also attempting to appropriate public heritage
strategies to preserve and promote elements of cultural heritage specific for Yapese Main
Island women that have been customarily kept alive through private heritage processes.
The small amount of financial assistance YWA receives for its programs derives from
grants, donations and revenue it earns from the sale of a variety of traditional crafts its
members make and sell at booths during public cultural events to mainly non-Yapese
visitors. They also have a small online store (YWA 2016) where their products are
287

available as well. Similar to Waa’gey, YWA’s heritage discourse indicates a recognition
for the need of adapting public, civic strategies to preserving traditional culture amid
postcolonial transitions that challenge private heritage processes. On the YWA website,
for instance, the organization states, “Traditionally, Yap women form groups and
organize community projects that have a long term effect on their children, family and
community. Moving into the economic world is a new role that requires modernizing,
this is why the YWA was formed” (YWA 2016).
The YWA discourse on the value of their traditional culture in today’s society also
communicates a concern over the loss of Yapese cultural heritage that specifically relates
to the customary importance of the role of women in their society. As mentioned in
Chapter 2, the symbolic significance of women is a powerful element of the waning
traditional sociopolitical system: “By working the land, planting and cultivating taro, and
giving birth to children who learn through their example to work and care for the land,
a mother is the person whose very planning, deliberation, and forethought transforms
the land itself” (Throop 2010:47). This vital part of yalen u Wa’ab is something that YWA
seeks to address with its efforts focused on supporting women’s activities tied to not only
craft-making skills, but also caregiving and traditional subsistence.

The following

discourse demonstrates YWA’s views and values toward the cultural heritage of Yapese
Main Island women:
Yap Women are the caretakers of children and elderly, the counselors and
nurturers in their community. Women also plant, grow, harvest and
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prepare food for their family and community activities. YWA creates local
programs that provide a working mother traditional education in day care
and schooling for their children, fresh local food markets for their families
as well as laundry-mats in the villages. The association is fueling these
programs with local products through custom programs benefiting child
development, cultural preservation and food security.
[YWA 2016]
YWA’s presence during community events exemplifies the passion of its members
to promote traditional values they see as very important to save today. Booths displaying
and selling a variety of local foods was one strategy that was used during all public
festivals and promotes both the roles of Yapese women as providers as well as the
critically important health benefits of local foods over imported products. The roles of
women as nurturers also extends from people to the land itself and YWA’s discourse and
practices seek to preserve these values as well. One way this can be seen is in the
creativity that can be found in practices such as recycling cigarette butts and plastics into
their handicrafts. Another practice that I observed was YWA’s educational efforts geared
toward promoting sustainable cultivation methods based on the wisdom of traditional
adaptations to the island’s ecosystem.
NGO’s such as Waa’gey and YWA are valuable elements of Yapese public heritage
preservation efforts.

These organizations are actively utilizing non-traditional

approaches to address cultural heritage preservation and promotion in new ways (Figure
8). Unlike the formal HPO efforts, these organizations have the flexibility of not having
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to follow required procedures and are also free of much of the stifling inevitabilities of
bureaucracy. These are advantages NGO
stakeholder groups enjoy, but at the same
time, the funding and assistance they
receive is far less than that available to
HPO’s and other government agencies.
Regardless, Waa’gey and YWA have
established themselves as key public
heritage leaders in the state and offer an
alternative

to

formal

preservation

practices that is less beholden to the
authorizing heritage discourses of nonYapese institutions. This does not mean,

FIGURE 8: WAA’GEY MEMBERS WORKING WITH HIGH

however, that their practices are not

SCHOOL STUDENTS ON TRADITIONAL CANOE CARVING
METHODS. (PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

guided in part by the AHD and other external discourses. As mentioned, a portion of
funding each receive come from the commodification of elements of Yapese cultural
heritage that are sold to outsiders. This also extends to seeking grants and assistance
from external sources for their activities which thus become commodities as well when
they too are marketed to potential funders.
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TEACHING CULTURAL HERITAGE IN SCHOOLS
Almost all interview participants agreed that teaching cultural heritage should be
an important element of Yap’s educational curriculum. And indeed, cultural instruction
has been included throughout the islands’ many elementary and secondary schools who
normally employ a culture teacher to tell stories and instruct students on such things as
traditional arts and crafts. The Department of Education also has a collection of books on
legends and folktales as well that can be used in culture classes. Teaching cultural
heritage in schools, however, has not been as effective as some would like for various
reasons. Some I interviewed felt that while culture classes were popular when they were
young, they were no longer being held as often as before or even at all in some schools.
Steven (49, Fanif), for instance, said: “They have a schedule, a curriculum, those that need
to be taught with grade one, two and three, all the way up. But I can just tell that nobody
is following it. Yeah, they are not following it at the school.” He also states “One sad part
about it is that these Catholic high schools and these private schools, they don't teach the
culture.”
From what I was able to observe and what was reported by stakeholders, it
appears some schools have been much more active than others with their cultural
curriculum. Yet there was a strong view by almost everyone that by and large much
more can and should be done in schools to help with cultural heritage preservation. This
has become more important in recent times as children growing up are no longer being
taught as much about yalen u Wa’ab at home. Because of many reasons tied to a changing
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economy and other postcolonial transformations, almost everyone now depends on the
formal educational system to take a more proactive role with chathowli yalen u Wa’ab. Yet
shifting this responsibility away from parents, relatives and village members also leads
to a qualitative shift away from the fundamental enculturating mechanisms that maintain
private heritage. Formal instruction of culture essentially then becomes a process of
public heritage acculturation. As this occurs values toward yalen u Wa’ab are likely to
change as well.
In our collaborative interviews, participants and I often discussed the implications
of teaching cultural heritage more in schools rather than in the village. Everyone agreed
that it was not the ideal way to preserve yalen but that it was nonetheless critically
necessary to urge the Department of Education to help more in teaching their children
Yapese culture along with the standard curriculum. Several ideas also came up in our
discussions on how best to integrate formal education into chathowli yalen u Wa’ab. We
talked about the potential for homeschooling as it currently is done in the United States
so that children could remain in their villages and learn both formal and traditional
knowledge. Most agreed that this could be ideal but acknowledged the impossibility of
such a large-scale transformation to the education system. A more feasible approach,
however, arose during discussions of Yap’s ICH Program and how it could be useful for
schools. The DOE had already become partners in the program by printing the first
registers of intangible cultural heritage (RICH) to be given back to the participating
communities, and officials had signaled an interest in formulating plans of using the
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registers in their cultural curriculum. In our discussions, interview participants and I
generated ideas on how the ICH program could best move forward by empowering the
youth to become the key project contributors. It was envisioned that as an ongoing
culture class assignment school children would collect cultural knowledge within their
families and villages which they in turn would compile into their ICH registers on a
regular basis. As an ongoing process, each municipal school would then have their own
RICH that would be constantly updated, revised and used as a cultural resource for
instruction. One of many benefits of this approach would be that children would be
assigned homework that would require collaborating with their families or others in their
village and thus shift the context of cultural knowledge transmission back to where it
more naturally occurs. Also, by being a “living” document that is constantly reviewed,
updated and transformed, each RICH retains a level of fluidity and dynamism that will
hopefully help in transforming the ICH program into a preservation effort that attends
more and more to private heritage.
The idea of incorporating Yap’s ICH Program into the educational curriculum as
discussed above has great potential but I am uncertain if it has been seriously considered
by policy makers in DOE. I know we discussed it several times in HPO and I am also
hopeful that those who helped generate the ideas during interviews might continue
developing ideas on how an approach such as this might be implemented. It appears
certain that cultural heritage preservation in Yap necessarily entails both private and
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public heritage practices and that schools can be a space where both approaches converge
and become more effective as a result.
YAP DAY, HOMECOMING & CANOE FESTIVAL
As the analysis has demonstrated thus far, the lines between public and private
heritage are not so easily discerned with some Yapese cultural heritage practices. A
further example of cases that blend the two are the state supported annual events known
as the Canoe Festival, Homecoming Festival, and most significantly, Yap Day. The Yap
State Canoe Festival has annually been held since 2008 during various months (the 2015
festival was held in early December). This event in downtown Colonia along the harbor
and the Living History Museum draws hundreds of locals and is usually held for one or
two days only. It is often opened with a re-enactment of stone money being towed by
canoes and rafts, brought onto shore, and then ceremonially presented to a presiding
leader. The main attractions, however, are the canoe sailing races and the paddling canoe
competitions. But the festival also includes dances and several other demonstrations and
events such as competitions for youth to build bamboo rafts, husk coconuts or make
coconut rope. First created by the Traditional Navigation Society, the festival has become
a yearly celebration and demonstration of Yapese seafaring heritage for both Main
Islanders and Outer Islanders. It can be viewed as primarily a form of public heritage,
yet the practices and performances on display retain their value as elements of Yap’s
private heritage as well.
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The Yapese Homecoming Festival is an annual event that is a year or two younger
than the Canoe Festival. Also held at the Yap State Living History Museum, this event
provides an opportunity to showcase what are depicted as traditional dances and
numerous other performances and demonstrations as well. The purpose of this event is
to honor each year a different group of visitors who are important in Yapese heritage. It
is essentially a new tradition that seeks to reaffirm valuable relationships between Yap
and the outside world, create another opportunity for public traditional performances
and activities which help keep them alive, and importantly draw revenue to the state
with tourism dollars from those groups being honored. The two Homecoming Festivals
that took place during my stay honored first Palau, and then the legacy and heritage of
David Dean O’Keefe (whose distant relatives and other guests were invited). Another
benefit for these forms of public heritage is that numerous booths provide opportunities
for traditional crafts and local foods to be purchased. While small, this economic
stimulation of cultural heritage is such that commodification becomes helpful in
encouraging continuing practices.
There is no doubt that Yap Day is the biggest cultural event for the state. It is a
time honored event and a state holiday that usually occurs around March 1st of every
year. It is a public heritage tradition that began in 1968 and “was first created by the Yap
Islands Congress, on the initiative of the American administration, to preserve Yapese
customs, tradition and culture” (Aoyama 2001:2). While Yap Day has seen numerous
changes over the years, in recent years it has typically become a two-day event filled with
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dances from various villages and a much wider variety of cultural demonstrations,
contests and activities than the Canoe or Homecoming Festivals (See Figure 9 for 2016’s
Yap Day program). It is valued and attended by Yapese citizens from all around the
islands who look forward to the spring event to showcase or witness their culture in
action. As Benjamin (53, Gagil) says, “Let’s talk about Yap Day for example. I think it’s a
very good thing. During Yap Day, a lot of activities whatever you have heard you could
see it with your own eyes...So I think Yap Day is a very good thing. It will help the
younger generations be aware of our identity, our traditions.”

FIGURE 9: 2016 YAP DAY PROGRAM
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Planning and acquiring funding (which is normally a combination of state funds
and private sector contributions) for the event is the responsibility of the Yap Day
Committee made up of members representing the Council of Pilung and other
stakeholder groups. Organization begins several months ahead so that villages who are
chosen to present dances and other activities can have ample time to prepare. And when
Yap Day is held outside of Colonia as it often is55, municipality leaders also become key
stakeholders responsible for planning and preparing to host the holiday. As was done
for the 2014 Yap Day in Tomil, major preparations are undertaken by villages to clean
and restore traditional structures and areas, construct vending booths, clear areas for
parking, and countless other tasks required of hosts. As we will see later, it is customary
that villages and communities take very seriously their roles as hosts to visitors.
Along with the event itself where the Yapese see that their culture is in practice
and on display, perhaps more significant in helping to preserve yalen u Wa’ab are the
preparations by host communities and those chosen to participate. It takes months, for
example, of regular practice and rehearsals to ensure that a dance is ready for outsiders
to see. The significance of dances has already been covered in the previous chapter, but
what makes Yap Day significant as well is that it compels men, women and children to
spend many hours a week coming together to share information and learn and practice

55

Recent Yap Days have been held either in Colonia at the Living History Museum, or in the municipalities
of Tomil (2014-2105) and Gagil (2016) who have the space and resources to host.
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traditional skills so that they can proudly represent their villages. As Peter (43, Weloy)
shared:
Like Yap day is a good example. We all come together. Not only that day,
but before that because we are told that we have to provide a dance. In the
village we meet and people are talking and it’s like, “Oh if we’re going to
dance, this certain dance is appropriate here because it talks about this thing
that is related there are related here.” But without those activities, we are
losing because we are spending less time with our children.
Furthermore, for hosts the required village work also engages children and others in
traditional activities that they may normally not do otherwise. And so while on its surface
Yap Day itself is a form of public heritage, there is the extra benefit of activating processes
that require local stakeholders to engage elements of private heritage as well.
At the same time, Yap Day also unfortunately marginalizes Outer Islanders by
essentially excluding them from having a significant role in participation. This silencing
(Trouillot 1995) of their heritage is
especially apparent when Yap Day
is held in villages instead of within
the liminal space of Colonia where
rank and status are subdued. When
Yap Day was held in Colonia in
2013, for instance, I did observe
some

Outer

Island

youth

FIGURE 10: WEAVING CONTEST DURING 2013 YAP DAY IN
COLONIA. (PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)
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participating in competitions such
as thatch weaving (Figure 10),
rope making (Figure 11), tree
climbing
husking.

(Figure

12),

coconut

But there was no

participation of Outer Islanders in
the more significant ceremonial
activities such as dances and other
performances. And the following

FIGURE 11: COCONUT ROPE-MAKING DEMONSTRATION
DURING 2013 YAP DAY IN COLONIA. (PHOTO TAKEN BY
AUTHOR)

year in Tomil, I personally did not see any Outer Islanders participating in events and
very few in attendance. The significance of silencing a large sector of Yap’s population

FIGURE 12: TREE CLIMBING CONTEST DURING 2013 YAP DAY IN COLONIA. (PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)
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during the state’s biggest public heritage event begs more research. It is my view that
this issue is largely due to hidden, unrecognized tensions between both segments of Yap’s
population and not through conscious intentions.

During interviews, Main Island

participants acknowledge this disparity and indicate their desire for the event to include
more Outer Islanders. And as the Outer Island population grows on the Main Islands
due to such things as climate change which is making it more difficult to survive on many
low-lying atolls in the state, it seems likely that Yap Days will indeed be more inclusive
at some point in the future.

FIGURE 13: YAPESE MAIN ISLAND CHILDREN PREPARING FOR DANCE DURING 2013 YAP
DAY IN COLONIA. (PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)
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INFORMAL CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTICE: PRIVATE HERITAGE
Now that I have examined most of the prominent forms of Yapese public heritage
practice, I will turn to practices of private heritage transmission and preservation. An
important consideration for this study was that in order to better understand how
cultural heritage preservation can be more beneficial for stakeholders it is helpful to
discover how Yapese culture is being enculturated today and has been in the recent past.
Interviews with participants therefore explored topics that included how their culture
was taught to them when they were growing up and what were the things that they
remember learning at that time. The sections below will examine this data as well as
other observational insights in bringing forward understandings on Yapese private
heritage processes.
ENCULTURATING HERITAGE IN VILLAGES
When asked how it was that they learned their Yapese culture, every participant
answered that the most significant teachings came first in the home while very young.
To me it was remarkable how much information my Yapese friends and colleagues knew
about their villages and their connections as well as their kinship relations with others.
These are elements of their culture that are naturally embedded in their minds at an early
age I was told, and along with valuable knowledge on how they should behave among
certain people or in certain places, all of these things were necessarily instilled in their
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minds before they were let out into the larger Yapese world. Grace (33,56 Weloy) put it
this way:
Mostly we are taught at home so that we will have some kind of
understanding before we go into the village setting. So that is usually how
it is. Because in Yap we say that everything should be learned at home so
that you will have a basis or foundation of how you should respond or how
you should be when you were out in the community or a bigger setting then
the family setting.
These early teachings instilled values and virtues that formed the foundation of
yalen u Wa’ab and ensured that children would not act improperly and disrupt village
order or bring shame to the family. It was also in these early years within the household
that children were taught by both parents the specific obligations and duties that come
with their daef. This information was vitally important since it informed understands on
how they should properly interact with others in their village and beyond. It was during
this time as well that they learned kinship and clan knowledge which would further
define their social interactions to come.
Most often it was reported that mothers held the primary responsibility of
ensuring their children were properly taught all rules and protocols of respectful
behavior and that they embodied all the necessary qualities needed to be new members
of the father’s tabinaw. In this way, mothers are understood as “navigators” who had the

56

Approximate age.
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important role of steering their children toward the values and virtues fundamental to
yalen u Wa’ab.

Some also recalled that it was extended family members such as

grandparents whom these responsibilities fell upon under certain circumstances, but that
it was always the close family members in the tabinaw whom children should only turn
to when learning:
John (56, Maap): Yeah it was a traditional understanding that in order for a
kid to be well-versed in Yapese culture, they would learn from family
elders. The kid could ask a family member about a particular issue or
aspects about Yapese culture. But when you are among people that are not
from your family, you tend to kind of hang around and listen. It’s not
traditionally polite to ask somebody who is not closely related to you.
The knowledge on how to most effectively enculturate their children was also
mediated through their semiotic connection to the natural world. An example of this is
seen in the reported customary view by some participants that virtues and values should
be reinforced during meal-time in evenings. This is because of a customary belief that
feeding the brain with knowledge is best done when information is absorbed into the
body alongside food. In other words, knowledge is taken in best when it literally is “fed”
to children because, like food, it is an essential requirement for proper growth. If not,
then as Theresa (76, Weloy) notes, this “will show up in their behaviors and people will
say that your mom only put food in your mouth, not instructions. No values. And that is
bad.” We see here too evidence of the symbolically mediated role of the mother who
“plants” their children in the father’s land and is tasked with feeding and cultivating their
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children’s embodiment of yalen u Wa’ab.

Theresa also noted that to communicate

especially important knowledge or lessons, parents would also make sure their children
sat down on the ground first:
And the kids, one thing that was understood throughout Yap was don’t talk
to them while they are standing. Part of Yap is sitting down, connect
yourself to the earth, be settled so that your mind can be settled. Especially
if they’ve done a serious thing, you call them and you ask them to sit down.
And you give them a chance to settle before you start in on them…so you
are supposed to prepare the ground before you attack the brain.
One of the clearest findings of my study has thus been the central importance of the
household structure as the foundation of cultural transmission on the Main Islands. It is
from this most basic social arrangement that yalen u Wa’ab obtains its structure and value.
Peter (43, Weloy) noted just how important the nuclear family unit is in Yapese society
thusly:
And you know my grandfather always tells me that the foundation of
where we got our culture from, our tradition and custom, our culture I
guess, is we got it from the family structure. And it is based on three; father,
mother, eldest child. And with that they carry different authorities. The
father, the mother, the child. And they carry three different authorities and
they also carry three different responsibilities. But their responsibility when
you put them together is the whole island and the people, because it is their
responsibility as a family, it is for them. So they took that principle, that
fundamental of having a family, they applied it to the village structure all
the way to the island structure.
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Peter continued by describing how the symbolic significance of the three elements
of the family (the father, mother and child) extended into the three highest positions of
the traditional sociopolitical order—the three paramount estates. Thus, knowing the
roles and responsibilities of household members provides the basis of a cultural logic for
understanding the rest of the system and a metaphor that gives meaning and values their
order. In interviews and informal conversations, it was often mentioned, for instance,
how each of the three “pillar” villages held one of three symbolic positions; the elder wise
man, the youthful and strong-willed child, or the nurturing and wise mother.
In short then, cultural transmission can only effectively begin in the household
where children are enculturated with these basic fundamentals on their own positions
vis-à-vis the family and their land before they can truly know the rest of the yalen u Wa’ab.
The Yapese way is a way of being that grows out from its roots in the daef to form a solid
trunk in the family which then branches out to the village and through the wider network
of relations.
As I learned through observations and numerous discussions with friends and
participants, in the past and to an extent even today, Yapese rarely leave their villages
unless there is a good reason to do so. And so as children grow up and learn first in their
household, enculturation then occurs within the village as well. This is done both
through participation in village work with parents and also through simply quietly
observing and listening to the wisdom from the elders. The village thus became the
classroom and as Michael (45, Maap) noted, “the government.” Recalling a quote she
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heard from Hillary Clinton, Theresa said that truly, “It takes a village” to raise a child
properly in Yap and to teach him or her all the life skills needed to be productive members
of their community. Because they were most often isolated in their own territory, all
aspects of yalen u Wa’ab were found in and taught through village activities. Many I spoke
with mentioned how much of what they learned as children came from constantly
shadowing their mother or father during everyday activities in the village. Actively
participating with their parents on a daily basis, they became apprentices learning yalen
u Wa’ab during village work. This is how they all learned to fish, garden, build houses,
and other productive skills. It is also how values and virtues were reinforced through
observing and listening to their parents constantly. Following their parents around all
the time provided an experiential education on all aspects of how to “be Yapese.”
ORAL HISTORIES, LEGENDS AND STORIES
“Talking story” (as I heard it often called) has been a valuable means of social
interaction that facilitated the constant circulation of values, traditions and histories, thus
keeping them alive in the minds of village members. For men in the past, the faluw (men’s
house) provided perhaps the most productive arena for storytelling as young men sat
quietly listening and learning important lessons of the past from their elders. Women
too gathered in their spaces to tell stories as well, but from I was told it was more often
older men who were valued as possessors of legends and histories of Yap’s ancestral past.
Some recalled the everyday situations where stories were told and heard during village
work as elders sat nearby in the shade “talking story” with resting children. Before
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televisions, storytelling was also something children looked forward to each night before
they went to bed. Whether gathered around an elder in the household, or in a more
personal setting between parents and children, stories at night were common mediums
of communicating lessons and meanings wrapped in legend and history.
Origin stories of a land inhabited by spirits and the legendary first humans who
intermingled with them were among the many stories told. Other legendary stories
steeped in magic served as emotional lessons reinforcing the love and respect they should
have for their parents. While most participants felt there were less, Michael (45, Maap)
believed that perhaps 200 or more stories once circulated around in villages and that
some would take days to tell. Many stories were tales of famous wars between villages
and the alliances that formed to topple chiefs who became too powerful. Some focused
on specific warriors whose deeds lifted a village’s rank. Together, these stories formed a
rich body of oral histories that reinforced the values and virtues found in yalen u Wa’ab.
Of particular note is the observation that many of these stories not only held lessons for
children, but that they also contained warnings for chiefs who were not to abuse their
power. Also, stories widely varied depending on who was telling them and this was
attributed to their value in raising the status of villages. These contestations were
common but acceptable as everyone seemed to understand that this was occurring. In
fact, it was expected that when one tells a story she or he should always make sure it
paints their village in the best light as possible.
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When considering Yapese cultural heritage, both tangible and intangible, it is also
worth noting how stories are often anchored in places or objects. Yapese rai (stone
money) and traditional structures have already been discussed in this regard, but Grace
(33,57 Weloy) elucidates this point further in the following statement that is worth quoting
at length:
The stories are very important. Here in Yap everything is a story. Even
stone money that is placed in the money bank is a story. Even a peebay that
is already here is a story itself. Also how my house is here, is a story. So
everything is a story. Even a tree growing, there is a story. Everything is a
story because that is how we record history, by objects, yeah usually by
objects. Like for example, for land then we would, the story with this land
is that the boundary over there is when that ancestor of that family and my
ancestor they met and then they came together and then they said okay this
would be the boundary between our lands and we will plant the tree here
so that our children in the future, our descendants, they would know that
this tree that you planted is the agreement that said this is the boundary
between our lands. So this is the story. So that tree, the generations that will
come after them, they would know the story of that tree. Our ancestors
came and they talked and they agreed that this is the boundary and they
planted this tree here. So now we have this tree, it reminds us of that
agreement. That peaceful mutual agreement that this is how our land
should be and this is how we should follow it. And there should be no
disputes between that because this tree reminds us of that. So everything is
a story. Like the stone money that we see, it has a story. My family here,
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here now my husband’s family, we have stone money in that malal that
belongs to this family. It was given by the village to this family for services
that this family did to the village. So the village got together and said that
stone money there now belongs to your family for the services your family
did for the village. Now it will be there...we’re going to leave it there in the
malal. But now that stone money has a story. Like each stone money they
will have their own story. So of course the story would begin, it came from
Palau but that is not the important story because we all know the stone
money all came from Palau. Now the story of that stone money is that there
was a time when this family did a certain service to the village and the
village was so appreciative of it that they gave the stone money to this
family. And then the village will tell their children and their children’s
children so that anytime in the future when those, when they come
together, they say “That stone money, I still remember a time when my
great grandfather told me that it was given to that family because of a
service that they did for the village.” So that is the story of that stone money.
Grace’s statement was included in full because it contains a great deal of valuable insights
important here. First, as has already been examined, tangible cultural resources are
valued by Yapese mainly because of their capacity to be encoded with information that
can be collectively read by those in the community. Second, what we can also learn from
the statement is that the important meanings inscribed into objects communicate
productive knowledge that is needed to maintain social cohesion. As has been argued
throughout here, this knowledge concerns the vital connections between people, land
and clan. This information is communicated in Grace’s example of the tree marking
boundaries, and also in how the transaction of objects writes information into them that
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is important to be read. Traditional stone and shell money become valuable receipts of
transactions that record and reify the bonds between people, land and clan. A final point
that is demonstrated and will indeed be taken up more in the final chapter, is how the
symbolic inscription of knowledge into material forms is authorized and authenticated
collectively by all stakeholders. Unlike written contracts or even documented histories,
collectively agreed upon knowledge embedded in objects facilitates private heritage
preservation in Yap because it is negotiable and flexible when outside the discursive
domain of documentation.
DANCING THE PAST
Along with what has already been presented about Yapese dances in the previous
chapter, a brief examination of their value as forms of private heritage practice is in order
here too. What was not discussed previously was the important function of dances to
transmit stories and lessons of the past. Many of the current dances still being performed
do this by memorializing the suffering endured by ancestors during traumatic historic
events:
Albert (64, Rumung): Yeah, you learn a lot through songs and dances.
Dances are about events. Most of the dances are about events. Events,
whether good things or bad things that happen. But usually bad things like
mishaps and things that went wrong. Tragic events. Like typhoons, war,
famine, being lost at sea, things like that. Or the mining of stone money
and the suffering and hardship that people encountered during the time
they spent in Palau to quarry the stone money. It teaches us the event,
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major event that happened and how people reacted or handled themselves
during this tragic or unhappy or whatever moments.
As a form of history, dances and the songs or chants that accompany them are thus
elements of private heritage when performed in traditional settings. But it is arguably
not the chanting of history for spectators that is most important. Instead, what makes the
dances such a valuable medium of private heritage is that history, values, virtues and
lessons are embodied in village members as they become dancers. As Peter (43, Weloy)
states, “When the dance chants come and you start learning, maybe in this time in your
early teens, and you start joining the dance, joining meaning really understanding the
dance.” This embodiment of yalen u Wa’ab was a vital way in which it was kept alive.
Detached from the traditional context, however, their value as mediums of cultural
transmission transforms. Perhaps this is why Maria (59, Rumung), who is a dance teacher,
notes that she does not like “to teach people how to dance for tourists, because then I just
have to teach just a little bit and it’s good enough for tourists.” So not only are they given
economic value from tourists (albeit minimal, I argue), but as my participants said dances
can also be quite literally altered and not fully original in some cases when they become
public heritage.

CASE STUDY: THE MITMIT
This case study on a historic cultural gathering will serve to assist us in working
through all that has been presented thus far. It is primarily an account of how public
heritage practice can activate Yapese private heritage processes.
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But the case also

provides fertile ground to productively engage several key arguments found within my
ethnographic presentation and analysis.
INTRODUCTION
A Yapese mitmit is a general term referring to one of several ceremonial gatherings
where formal traditional exchanges occur. Lingenfelter (1975:178) identifies marriages,
funerals for chiefs, when a chief is installed or “anchored” in his village, and also when
village community houses first open as occasions for mitmit; the latter three being larger
village ceremonies that are also called guyuwol. He explains this term as “meaning
literally to ‘see the palm of the hand’ or the fortune of the village” (1975:178-179). In the
past, the grandest of mitmit involving high-ranking villages could “last as long as two or
three months and involve the whole of Yap” (Lingenfelter 1975:179). Mitmit this large
have not occurred in living memory for those with whom I spoke. Indeed, it was my
observation that today marriages are no longer subsumed into this larger ceremonial
practice either. I did though hear of a few in recent years that were held to commemorate
the death of a chief. It is possible that smaller-scale mitmit are still occurring if we take
the term to mean simply “traditional exchange” as some I heard describe it, but the most
commonly understood form of mitmit today is the larger political ones between villages
which, prior to 2014, had not occurred in many years.
Lingenfelter explains that “the marriage mitmit was seen as an exercise in family
leadership, solidarity, support, and interfamily competition to demonstrate relative
wealth and strength. The village mitmit performs somewhat the same functions for
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villages” (1975:177). In other words, even though they were held for one of a few specific
occasions, village mitmit also had a broader significance within Yapese sociopolitical
organization. As Egan noted, “Mitmit of all kinds have long celebrated the initiation or
maintenance of political relations between landed units, be they tabinaw linked by
marriage, allied villages, or even entire networks of allied villages” (2004:35). In many
ways then, mitmit can serve as rites of solidarity (Harris 1983) through the affirmation of
ties, the establishment of reciprocal relationships between villages, and especially the
heightened sense of community that occurs as all come together for the sake of their
villages. I will now discuss the 2014 mitmit in Ngolog I participated to show the myriad
ways these important events have value in helping to preserve Yapese private cultural
heritage.
THE 2014 NGOLOG MITMIT
As one of the three highest ranking bulce villages in Yap (Lingenfelter 1975:122),
Ngolog in the municipality of Rull has strong traditional ties with many other villages
throughout the state. In late 2013 and early 2014, the NPS supported restorations to the
Ngolog peebay (community house) were finally nearing completion and traditional
leaders from the village made a decision to host a guyuwol to commemorate the official
opening of the highly significant village building. I was informed that it had been
possibly over 100 years since a mitmit had been held at this location and it had been many
years since one this large occurred anywhere in Yap. Lingenfelter notes that in mitmit
such as these, “The first phase of the occasion is called the m’ug, in which allied chiefs,
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hearing of the completion of the men’s house or clubhouse, come with shell money for
the unveiling. When these ritual visits are completed the chiefs of the village send out
word that the village will prepare a mitmit in celebration of completion of the community
house” (1975:178). This is indeed what happened in this case. Sending word out,
however, was no simple procedure. In Yap’s traditional sociopolitical system, official
communications between villages must follow strict protocols that have to do with
village rankings and relative positions within the bulce and ulun political affiliations. As
I was told, there are also specific estates that have the roles of messengers for these
communications and it is only the specific representatives from those estates who should
be carrying the message. And so when word was officially sent out from Ngolog, all of
these messengers were called upon to do their duty in notifying the villages. I had
learned that this extremely complex network of communications had not been activated
in quite some time. In conversations with friends and colleagues after work, much of the
discussion around this time was about who was supposed to contact who, and the orders
in which the word was supposed to travel as it made its way through all the villages.
My village, Wachelob, was close to the end of one line of connections and once our
chief received official word of the mitmit, he began leading preparations for participation.
These preparations included gathering yar (shell money) to be exchanged, collecting
money for purchasing cases of beer to be given to Ngolog for redistribution, and also to
notify the men of the village of their duty to attend the traditional ceremony. On the day
of the mitmit, our procession of men from our village was met by the one further down
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the line and spent an hour or so listening to our chief explain the protocols expected of
us. Once this was done, both villages proceeded with our men and tribute to the next
village above us in order and again spent an hour or so within this village’s community
house as their chief provided more information about our roles in the ceremony. When
ready, the three villages then proceeded to Colonia where we met with additional villages
and discussed protocols once more before finally driving to the large mitmit in Ngolog.
Upon arrival in Ngolog, everyone was shown the specific places where they
should sit before the ceremony officially started (Figure 14). I estimated well over 100
men, women, and children in attendance who filled the village and eventually found
their specific areas to sit on the large newly
restored wunbay (stone platform). I was very
humbled and fortunate to be asked to join a
colleague of mine within the new peebay
(Figure 15) among chiefs and other men from
the affiliated villages participating.

As we

awaited the commencement of traditional
activities, many men dressed in customary
attire circulated through the crowds handing
FIGURE 14: ATTENDEES GATHER FOR THE
HISTORIC NGOLOG MITMIT IN 2014. (PHOTO
TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

out water, sodas, and beer. Besides myself,
there were only a few non-Yapese I could

identify in the large gathering. Within the peebay, we all sat in the spaces between the
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wooden support beams on the outer-edge of the structure, leaving an open passage in the
middle where men from select villages had the role of passing around branches full of
betel nut and pepper leaf, beer, tuba, and pre-prepared local lunches. At the northern
head of the peebay, the three high-chiefs in attendance sat quietly and were joined by
several other ranked men who at times spoke for them.
From where I sat, I could not see or hear the formal communications from chiefs
at the head of the peebay, but I was told
several opening statements were made by
the

hosting

chief

acknowledging

the

presence of the other high chiefs in
attendance

and

also

recognizing

the

authority of the “three pillars” (dalip pi
nguchol).

Following

pronouncements,

there

these
were

formal
other

traditional greetings by the chiefs where I
was told stone money that had previously
been placed on the wunbay nearby was
verbally exchanged. Soon after all formal

FIGURE 15: NEWLY RESTORED PEEBAY AND WUNBAY
IN NGOLOG VILLAGE, RULL--SITE OF 2014 MITMIT.
(PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

opening announcements were completed, several processions of customarily adorned
men entered the ceremonial area in a single file line holding aloft yar as they slowly
marched through the crowd along the dancing grounds. Each procession represented an
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affiliated village and slowly made its way in through the back of the peebay and through
to the front to ceremonially pay tribute to the chiefs. One-by-one, the men holding the
shell money respectfully offered their
tribute to the receiving chiefs whose
spokesperson formally acknowledged in a
voice loud enough for all to hear (Figure
16).
Once
complete,

all

the

columns

exchanges
of

dancers

were
from

affiliated villages then entered the malal and
one after the other performed several
dances for all in attendance. The exchanges
of stone and shell money and dances lasted
several hours and when all was completed,

FIGURE 16: TRIBUTE BEING EXCHANGED DURING
2014 NGOLOG MITMIT. (PHOTO TAKEN BY AUTHOR)

the chiefs made additional announcements calling the mitmit to a close. After a short
while, the men from various villages regrouped and exited Ngolog returning to their
villages via the same routes they came. For us, we returned first to the meeting place in
Colonia before shortly thereafter returning to the same higher ranked village along our
route as before for a couple of hours more. At the mitmit, several cases of beer were
redistributed to the affiliated high-ranking villages, as were three large sea-turtles. At
our stop, the turtle that was given to the village was roasted in an open pit and
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redistributed along with the beer to everyone. Once again, when the time came, our
village and the one who first joined us made our way back, met briefly, and then parted
ways to our homes.
DISCUSSION
The Ngolog mitmit provides an excellent case to examine Yapese cultural heritage
processes on several levels. Throughout this study, it has been demonstrated that private
heritage in Yap is what is most important for local stakeholders to preserve. It is their
yalen u Wa’ab which they fear is disappearing and in need of safeguarding and this is
something that public heritage efforts cannot adequately address since they are most
often too disengaged from the values and practices that have long held their culture
together. I have also explored the value of practices and processes that have long
maintained private heritage. These practices and processes start within homes and
villages and center on values and important bodies of knowledge concerning the
relationships between people, land and clans. And while many of these practices are
disappearing or gone already, stakeholders still hold much of this knowledge that is
called upon less often, which is one reason why this ritual was so important.
ACTIVATING NETWORKS
One of the clear benefits the mitmit had for stakeholders was that it became an
occasion to revive knowledge that had long lain dormant for many. For those villages
and its members that were participating, they were obligated to remember information
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that has not been needed in a long time. All around the Main Islands, conversations were
occurring about which villages needed to pass messages to others and how these
communications were to proceed according to protocols. As Steven (49, Fanif) recalled:
One thing that I learned and I think it was very good about the Ngolog
[mitmit] is the connections. When before, before the mitmit, everybody that
I met on the road was discussing it in the village. That's what they were
discussing. What was our relationship with that guy and how are we going
to do this. So I knew that after the mitmit, everybody learned something
from that mitmit…It was a learning process. Not only the men but the
women too. Because they were curious, they knew there was something
but they didn’t actually know what it was. They were asking, everybody is
asking everybody.
The mitmit thus became the catalyst for activating knowledge through practice. As we
have seen, the knowledge of these connections that map out their complex traditional
sociopolitical hierarchy is one of the most valuable elements of Yapese private heritage.
The mitmit, just by being announced, forced everyone around the islands to engage with
others and remember their roles and position within the traditional system.
SOLIDIFYING SOCIOPOLITICAL ORDER
The connections and bonds so important to yalen u Wa’ab, once remembered and
activated, also became reified through this rite of solidarity. Passing word and then
physically moving through the proper channels within the network of ranked villages
allows this knowledge to become embodied in those participating. These connections
and relationships between people and their villages were further affirmed during the
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public ritual as chiefs announced their positions and ties to each other and also when
valuable traditional items were exchanged and acknowledged. As Leo (55, Maap) put it,
“That is when we recognize the chiefs. Because usually when the people with the money
go, the chief is taking the lead, ‘Oh that chief is still from Maap.’ And that is how people
get to see the chief. And that is good for the chief and good for the people.”
Because of the highly localized nature of Yapese society where landed estate and
village identities are primary modes of being, knowledge is fragmented and the
complexities of the entire Yapese sociopolitical organization are nearly impossible for one
person to fully apprehend. Yet in order for the system to function, it is vital that village
members do completely know their own specific connections along the line of linkages
within their political side (bulche or ulun) and within whichever of the three “pillar”
estates they are aligned with. Some of this knowledge is tested and affirmed prior to the
mitmit as networks are activated. It is then extended more as it is encoded during the
ceremony when participants and witnesses mediate the exchanges and connect further
dots along their networks. Throop noted in a conversation with a Yapese elder that “this
is perhaps one of the reasons why these events were traditionally called mitmiit (literally,
getting stuck again and again)58 since people were continually trying to work out the
details of their mutual understanding of the relationship” (1990:185).

58

This is an alternate interpretation of the term based on Jensen’s (1977) dictionary terms.
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These recognitions of the sociopolitical order became collectively witnessed and
thus authorized by attendees as the knowledge is ground into both the objects of
exchange and into the memories of eyewitnesses. As an important element constituting
yalen u Wa’ab, the connections between people, land and clan through the practice of
mitmit demonstrates private heritage preservation in action. As Paul noted, “I will say
almost every single person that came learned from each other that day... I will admit, I
learned a lot that day. Things that I didn’t know.”
REAFFIRMING VALUES AND ESTABLISHING RECIPROCATING EXCHANGE
The mitmit also activated core values associated with yalen u Wa’ab for the villages
attending. As perhaps the most significant formal inter-village gathering in a very long
time, the mitmit became an occasion for villages to display themselves among other
affiliated villages and demonstrate these values to all, or as Lingenfelter said, to “‘see the
palm of the hand’ or the fortune of the village” (1975:178-179). In the social field of Yapese
inter-village dynamics, values such as productivity, respect, reliability, and generosity
are all significant because they can help increase a village’s overall value as an ally to
other villages. Village status in this regard becomes a primary concern for all members,
and they always work to elevate their villages within this social field.
Configured within these values, wealth also communicates the worth of villages
to allies. As Throop notes when discussing mitmit and other exchange events, “the
amount of wealth generated for such exchanges—be it wealth in the form of fish, taro,
stone money, shell money, woven textiles, or more recently alcohol and tobacco—is an
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indication of the eternal cohesiveness of the estate presenting that wealth.” The show of
wealth at the mitmit thus provides an opportunity for villages to present evidence that
they are stable and reliable and not “plagued by infighting, conflict, and poor leadership”
(Throop 2010:85). Furthermore, the social field in which these values produce symbolic
power and status is also reiterative and dynamic as each village mediates their relative
status vis-à-vis ongoing histories of reciprocal exchange. In other words, because one of
the rules of the game in this social field is that reciprocations be slightly more in value
than what was received (keeping the relationship “on the odd,” and never “even”), the
dialectic of exchange crystallizes into a form of one-upmanship between villages:
Steven (49, Fanif): That is what makes the mitmit big.

Because it’s a

competition thing. Everybody is competing and trying to go out and out do
what somebody else does. Yeah, it is a part of why the chief has everybody
in the community working really hard so our village can move up.
Paul (49, Dalipebinaw): A lot of valuable money and treasure were
exchanged during that day. But like they say, they give it away for one day
to come back. Because I am sure the next side of the island when they do
something, that is when those things start coming back. Some of those
things that were exchanged I haven’t seen, those are big and beautiful shell
money that are very, very valuable. And they were displayed.
The uneven reciprocation of wealth and presentations facilitates the regeneration
of yalen u Wa’ab as values are continually re-activated and called upon to maintain
alliances. While the mitmit may have ended, the game is never over. The ball is now in
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the court of the other allied villages who are obligated through yalen to reciprocate and
leave it “on the odd” once more.
ENGAGING VILLAGES IN PRACTICE
Mitmit are grand affairs that take great effort to organize and pull off properly.
They are tremendous burdens for hosting villages that must ensure that the entire event
is impressive enough to raise their status among their allied villages. In the days leading
up to the ritual, the hosting village must enlist the assistance of villages directly below
that are called upon to work on a myriad of preparations. Throughout all these villages,
men, women and children are thus engaged in traditional activities such as gardening,
preparing foods according to custom, “cutting” tuba, collecting betel-nut, catching fish
and turtles, creating or repairing traditional attire, cleaning and preparing the mitmit
grounds, learning chants and dances, collecting yar (shell money) and other maachef
(valuables) to be displayed and exchanged, and importantly, learning from elders the
protocols required of them during the event.
Other affiliated villages were also hard at work with traditional preparatory
activities of their own. Hundreds of locals throughout the islands (many even who were
not able to attend the mitmit) were thus engaging yalen u Wa’ab through practice all
because of their respect to tradition and custom and the value of solidarity to their village.
As earlier analyses demonstrated, participation in village activities was a crucial element
of learning yalen because these activities are performed in a localized context and driven
by local values toward labor and fealty to estates and villages. These values and the
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village practices they support are elements of their private heritage that in this case were
activated in the service of sociopolitical demands. Starting from the top and working its
way down through and to the villages, and finally to the families and individuals,
obligations and duties were defined and called upon in successive order to support the
overall structures of yalen u Wa’ab. This, I feel, is an important consideration when
assessing the differing values and approaches found in private and public heritage
practices.
PRESENTING THE VALUE OF PRIVATE HERITAGE TO NEW GENERATIONS
Study participants and other people I talked with noted that they were extremely
happy that the mitmit was revived because it allowed their children an opportunity to see
things that they themselves have not even seen in their lifetimes. Several even noted that
their parents never even got to attend a mitmit of this scale and significance. And so for
parents and children alike, they were able to witness elements of their private heritage
that had long been dormant and would likely never have been activated were it not for
this historic event. Children sat in awe as throngs of traditionally adorned men formally
walked through holding yar up high for all to see; assuredly the most yar ever presented
in recent memory. Dances and other ceremonial practices also must have had been new
for many children and youth who sat on the wunbay observing while being taught by
parents the significance of what they were seeing. Indeed, the entire structure of the
mitmit—the protocols, the ordering of traditional activities and performances, the chiefly

324

communications, the proper arrangements of villages, the food—everything came
together in a way that was new but still recognized as the way it has always been done.59
The mitmit was talked about all over the Main Islands long after it was finished. It
certainly appeared as though those who were able to attend and participate felt proud to
be a part of Yapese history. Observations and conversations with many indicate that it
also gave them a heightened sense of cultural awareness and an increased understanding
of the value in preserving their yalen u Wa’ab. The enthusiasm for their traditional way
of life was evident, for instance, with Paul (49, Dalipebinaw) as we sat reminiscing about
event. He was particularly proud to see certain villages come together for the first time
in memory. For him the mitmit was a rite of solidarity with historic significance, as he
explains excitedly with a broad smile in this statement:
So all of them were there. The whole island, they have seven bulche [villages]
and all of them were in the house that day. All of these seven bulche doesn’t
get around. From the history in Yap, that was one day in my life time that
I get to witness the seven bulche sit in that house and have a ceremony
without war. And get to speak about it and call it a very beautiful day...So
yes it was history in the making and I think I appreciate what Ngolog did.
Because then the rest of us get to remember what it could've been like and
how much we appreciate the culture and customs.

59

Although, it must be added that several of those I spoke with contested certain key elements of the mitmit
such as where it was held, the order in which the communications went out, and even the presence of specific
high estates. Despite this, those who expressed these reservations felt that these discrepancies were
understandable given the length of time it had been since a mitmit like this had been held.
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A ROLE FOR PUBLIC HERITAGE PRACTICE IN PRESERVING PRIVATE HERITAGE
Paul also noted how the mitmit made their culture come alive again. Of yalen he
says, “It was like asleep. It was like it was sleeping and just because of that project it
triggered everything. Because you cannot let it go. You have a responsibility and you
have a role to play in it.” His statement encapsulates the reason why the mitmit is so vital
in my present study. It provides a clear case for how public heritage approaches can
effectively assist in private heritage preservation.
As I noted, yalen u Wa’ab dictates that mitmit are called for in cases of marriage,
“anchoring” a chief in his new village, commemorating the passing of a chief, and to
celebrate
village
(peebay).

the

opening

community

of

houses

The impetus for

Ngolog’s mitmit was the NPS
supported restoration of its
peebay

and

surrounding

wunbay (Figure 17).
therefore

the

It was

focus

on

tangible, public heritage that

FIGURE 17: RESTORED WUNBAY AND PEEBAY IN NGOLOG (PHOTO
FROM AUTHOR).

was the catalyst for the grand mitmit and all the benefits the ritual provided as yalen was
activated and energized around the Main Islands. This demonstrates how public heritage
practices that are ethnographically informed can be designed in ways that support the
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extant values and practices found in a community’s private heritage. Another way to see
how this is important is to consider the mitmit in relation to what we might view as its
public heritage analogue: Yap Day. Let me begin this exercise with a statement from
Maria (59, Rumung):
Yap Day is just something that we created that has no connection to our
past, right. So when we talk about Yap Day, we have to go back to the
offices, and not the village. Because that one that we did in Ngolog…there
are the ties to the villages and each village knows where to go or you go to.
But Yap Day is a different thing. Because it is something that is created by
the people, I don’t know whether the legislature or what, they just created
this day to celebrate the culture. So yeah that is another thing. I saw that
during Yap Day. Because people come and they are just sitting around.
They don’t know exactly what is expected of them to come over. Just to be
there to watch or to do this dance or what else? It is like confused that way.
Why should I go here? Should I just sit here and talk and get away for a
time. I mean there is no purpose except presenting a dance, or, I mean
there’s not much. I think that is why I thought it was a waste of time. But
it’s different when you do it culturally and in a village, in a village in a
peebay, because there are platforms, certain activities. And when you go to
that platform it belongs to this village, and this village has relations to that
village. And then it goes like that. But Yap Day, it’s a new thing and it is not
connected to those guys. That is what I think.
Several key points can be identified in this statement. First, as a form of public heritage,
one can see that one of the reasons it is not supporting chathowli yalen u Wa’ab nearly as
well as the mitmit is that it is detached from the village context and the traditional

327

sociopolitical order. While the Yap Day committee is made up of members of the COP
and other heritage stakeholders, it is still a formal, civic body and not one that would be
traditionally formed. Yap Day’s original function was as a state sponsored celebration of
culture and its current values are still found outside yalen u Wa’ab and within the sphere
of a Yapese civic society still negotiating postcoloniality. To be sure, it has great value in
other ways as it draws tourists and locals to view their culture on display. And I should
be very clear that I am in no way advocating that Yap Day be discontinued or
transformed. For one, I argue that it is an extremely important Yapese institution that
provides a “front stage” (MacCannell 1976) that can be helpful in insulating private
heritage from commodification or other forces. Indeed, Yap Day even spurs into action
forms of private heritage within villages that must prepare dances and conduct other
activities.

It is clear though that the motivations behind performing and village

participation are different. There are remanences of traditional values found throughout
the process of staging Yap Day, but they are detached entirely from their ultimate
significance. The demonstration of a village’s status by how their dances are performed,
for instance, does not have the same meanings if it is not negotiated within their
traditional social field. Likewise, competitions of traditional skills are not valued the
same as when these skills are not done in the service of the household or village.
A second point is that when Maria says Yap Days can be confusing, I argue this is
mainly because they are an amalgamation of private heritage practices that are not bound
to yalen. At a mitmit, for example, she would know where she and her village should sit
328

because there are sociopolitically informed protocols that dictate the spatial arrangement
of villages. Indeed, as a form of public heritage, Yap Days (even when held outside of
Colonia) are liminal events where traditional structures are subverted and confused. And
as I have hopefully demonstrated throughout this long dissertation, it is essentially these
structures that stakeholders want to maintain the most. And this brings us to the final
point. When Maria notes that Yap Days are confusing because they are not like mitmit
where “when you go to that platform it belongs to this village, and this village has
relations to that village,” we are able to discern the fundamental insight of my analysis
that is hopefully clear; and this is, that relations between people, land and clan are quite
literally the “webs of significance” for Yapese stakeholders and preservation efforts
should aim to induce private heritage practices that help to reestablish and maintain the
integrity of these webs that ultimately anchor everyone into their land.

CONCLUSION
Before moving on to the final chapter, I can quickly return to a main argument I
previously introduced and, in turn, related findings presented throughout this chapter.
The mitmit provided a case where the “webs of significance” that hold together yalen u
Wa’ab were valued and observed. Indeed, the event exemplifies the ideal in many ways
because it helped to re-establish networks of significance and activate processes that will
hopefully continue through reciprocated practices. Yet it was the external discourses of
the NPS that guided the HPO’s decisions to fund the restoration of Ngolog’s tangible
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heritage that in turn activated the mitmit. This entwinement of public and private
heritage worked. It can also certainly be repeated if the HPO can fund peebay restorations
in other villages with the agreement that a traditional mitmit would follow. There are,
however, several obstacles to ensuring this is successful. First, the HPO would have to
collaborate with traditional leaders who make the decisions on which villages should be
next to have a mitmit. According to custom, for example, if another grand mitmit where
to occur among the high villages, it would have to be one of the other two allied villages
that came to Ngolog. Also, mitmit are very costly and despite their demonstrated value
to preserve Yapese cultural heritage, the NPS is not currently allowed to provide funding
for much of any what is needed such as food, labor, and other things not acceptable per
HPF requirements. And finally, one of the biggest barriers reported was that there is not
enough yar or other maachef available today to effectively present and exchange. Much
of their supply of these traditional exchange items was destroyed during the Japanese
administration and efforts would have to be supported to travel off island (to the
Philippines perhaps) to obtain more in manners that ideally retain as much traditional
significance as possible. But these are all barriers that Yapese can find wisdom in their
baskets to help overcome.
Ultimately, the data shows that private heritage in Yap is a process that can only
be enculturated on a local level but that public heritage practices when thoughtfully
considered and implemented can also activate localized mechanisms of private heritage
practice. Many forms of public heritage such as Yap Day and other festivals attempt to
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communicate yalen u Wa’ab and affirm the values important within Yapese private
heritage, yet because they present elements of their tradition and custom in a culturally
fragmented and disassociated context that is confusing or dissonant, the true value of
what is being presented is impossible to process properly. Land is the “gold reserve” of
Yapese values and when cultural heritage values cannot be calculated directly through
meanings symbolized in the relations between people and their land, these values lose
their significance within Yapese private heritage. Thus, preserving the cultural heritage
that is valued for Yapese, their yalen u Wa’ab, must ultimately be a private heritage effort
that ensures the integrity of the “webs of significance”—the social and material relations
between land, people and clans—which are anchored in the daef, and run first through
the household, into the village and then throughout the larger sociopolitical network.
When this web is not mediated properly due to breaks from protocols or other traditional
expressions of the sociopolitical order, heritage practices or cultural events lose their
significance within yalen u Wa’ab.
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CHAPTER 9:
CONCLUSIONS AND APPLIED CONSIDERATIONS
INTRODUCTION
Maria (59, Rumung) provided one of my last interviews before I left a wonderful
place I called home for almost two years. Toward the end of our discussions we touched
on something that forced me to reflect deeply on my study and question a lot of what I
was recording and observing throughout my time in Yap. Everything I have read in the
literature on Yap, including all the ethnographies as well, supported the same image I
had been holding of the culture before I arrived. I believed that tradition and culture
would still be very strong and presently expressed all around me when I arrived. Yet I
learned more and more as time went by, that Yapese Main Island cultural heritage is
disappearing rapidly, and much more of it appears already gone. I had read much about
how Yap’s stone money, for instance, was still in use and that its value was intrinsically
understood by Yapese in a remarkable way where histories live on within them. This is
implied in all of the literature I read and cited throughout here. What I found later
though, is that relatively few people really know these stories or even who owns the discs
today. To be sure, many elders still have this knowledge for their villages, but these
valuable individuals are disappearing just as fast as the histories. In the end, it is my
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estimation that stakeholders may not realize just how much of their valuable yalen u
Wa’ab is indeed already gone and how a vast amount more is about to disappear as well.
My discussion with Maria became more significant to me during my analysis
when I was attempting to come to grips with my understanding of private versus public
heritage in Yap. First, she reflected on her knowledge of Colonial Williamsburg in the
context of creating something similar in Yap where people who wanted to live
traditionally could have a space apart to do so (away from tourists too). “What a crazy
idea,” I thought. I wondered, “Does she really feel that it has come to this? Is yalen u
Wa’ab so far gone that they should parcel out a segment of the Main Islands so that those
who value their heritage the most can be sheltered away from the ‘modern’ world?” She
also brought up an interesting account where she travelled with some young Main Island
residents to the Outer Islands where life is much different and resembles in many ways
how life was on much of Yap just a few decades ago. It was also implied that the youth
felt strangely alienated on the more remote islands. To me, this was a fascinating
juxtaposition of a prior ethnographic present with the current reality for the Main
Islanders. It made me wonder how it might feel for the younger generation in Yap to be
so close in space to home, yet experiencing a heritage resembling in many ways the one
found during the time their parents were young. In such a scenario, the past and present
are forced upon you all at once and I can only guess how such an experience is mediated.
Maria’s examples compel me to explain an important observation that may not
have been so apparent throughout my presentation. Yap today is very different from
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how I read it in Throop’s (2010) ethnography. His was the most recent effort to dive deep
into the culture. In the past decade or so, I am not sure how much of what he described
has changed, but I feel certain that many of Yap’s core traditional values and virtues have
been eroding rapidly. It is my observation that some of this has to do with the usual
suspects such as more television, internet, western goods, western education, economic
forces, and so on. I argue, however, the erosion of yalen u Wa’ab is fundamentally
occurring as a result of how these new factors are changing the way it is embodied and
passed on. In other words, it is the shifting processes of enculturation that ultimately are
responsible.

When we therefore recognize that yalen is enculturated through the

embodiment of knowledge and practices that affirm and reinforce their landed
sociopolitical order, then we can go to the basket and find wisdom on what can
specifically be done to preserve these central elements of private heritage. Before I look
into the basket though, I need to of course work through as best as possible what I have
presented in the many pages of this study and a few other concluding observations that
can now be given.

CONCLUSIONS
This ethnographic investigation has aimed to generate knowledge and
understandings of Yapese cultural heritage practices through an analysis of close to two
years of participant observation and qualitative interview data on stakeholder values and
practices and to also use this knowledge to generate applied considerations for future
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preservation efforts on the Main Islands. I first began with a descriptive presentation of
the Yapese setting where to demonstrate how land, people and clan are bound in
fascinating ways. I then reviewed cultural heritage as field of academic inquiry and the
contributions and controversies found in the literature. Next I walked through the legacy
of our discipline’s presence in Yap and the FSM in order to acknowledge our debt to its
heritage and to also provide a history of an anthropological project whose threads remain
detected. I then took a broad view of methodologies and approaches that can be used
more generally in studies such as this one before moving to the specifics of my field-site.
I outlined activities as a professional practitioner and the FSM’s cultural anthropologist
working in its HPO’s, and then the methodological approaches employed for my
ethnographic study as well as several ethical issues I managed. Once these matters were
attended to, I thus began analysis. I will now turn to summarizing of the significance of
the important findings from my study and the practical applications they hold.
CONSIDERATIONS OF DOCUMENTING CULTURAL HERITAGE IN YAP
I want to ask: What is at stake in doing History - its teaching, writing,
methods, evaluative procedures, etc. - that has allowed it to become, to use
a Foucauldian expression, such a universal technique of the self? What
would be lost if there were nothing called ‘history’ as we, the professional
historians, understand and practice it? Why cannot countries that even as
late as the early nineteenth century did not have anything called ‘history,’
do without it today?
[Chakrabarty 1992:56]
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An interesting dimension of the Yapese cultural heritage process is the myriad ways
written histories and ethnographies in Yap can be appropriated within local
configurations of power. One such way that I have discussed has been the utility they
find in legitimizing or contesting sociopolitical order. Lingenfelter’s (1975) ethnography,
for instance, appeared to be most valuable for these purposes since it contains a wealth
of documented data on village rankings and relationships from an ethnographic present
of forty or so years ago. Indeed, it is my view that since his is the most complete and
useful publication on Yapese social organization, it has effectively become the ultimate
authority on the matter. Interestingly, however, I never did see a copy of it on the island
and only heard it being referenced many times. I will speak to the possible reasons for
this shortly, but what concerns me first is how these documents and the act of writing
down elements of Yapese culture more generally might have broader implications worth
considering here.
In his study of history-making and the power of writing in Makassar, Cummings
writes, “the setting down on paper or palm leaf of histories that had hitherto been orally
transmitted changed how people view the past and the present. To see genealogical
relationships, to spatially reimagine Makassarese society, was itself a significant change
in mentality and a transformation that altered social behavior” (2002:126). For the
Makassar, one change that resulted from the written genealogies was “shifts in how
Makassarese conceptualized kinship categories and relationships” (2002:115). Given the
arguments I have presented on the establishment of preservation practices that attend to
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embodied knowledge concerning relationships between people, land and clans, one
might conclude that documenting these connections and relationships would be helpful.
And indeed, I know of at least one effort underway in this regard to survey and document
the linkages between villages and estates in certain high-ranking segments of Yap’s
sociopolitical networks. This public heritage project would presumably supplement
what has already been codified in Lingenfelter’s ethnography and a few other sources.
These efforts may in fact be useful, especially given that so much knowledge on
these networks is rapidly being forgotten. Yet, I also feel that documenting the Yapese
social and political networks of relationships will most certainly develop into something
more. By that I mean, as with the Makassarese genealogies, the project of writing down
and effectively locking-in a sociopolitical order is and will be an exercise of power; these
resulting documents will not be “simply sources for historians to use, but agents whose
nature and effects must be explored” (Cummings 2002:125-126). I have long been
fascinated with exploring these effects, but I do not have a sufficient theoretical
background nor enough historical or ethnographic data to allow me to do more at this
time than present a few hypotheses on the power of documentation in Yap.
First, when we consider Yapese sociopolitical hierarchy, we note in the literature
and in the oral histories that in the past Yap was reported to be rife with conflict. Wars
between villages, betrayals of trusted alliances, the toppling of chiefs, networks of spies
running secretly between networks—all of these stories paint a picture of a dynamic
process of strategic political employments that reconfigure power and often normalize
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relationships between people and their land. These stories are embedded with key
lessons on virtues and values that underpin yalen u Wa’ab. One of the most fundamental
is the need to maintain the balance of power between the three “pillar” estates at the top
of Yap’s sociopolitical hierarchy. Another is that either through battle or great service to
higher ranking powers, villages can rise through the hierarchy and achieve higher rank.
They can also be demoted through conquest or significant deeds such as betrayals to
higher powers. What these oral histories ultimately show is that sociopolitical order was
fluid and shifting and villages rose and fell in ranking often in the past. The oral and
written histories also tell us that during the German colonial period, this all stopped as
warfare was prohibited and the municipal government was established. At that historical
moment, Yap’s traditional sociopolitical order thus became frozen into what it remains
today.
Certainly, there were powerful material forces that that led to this freeze, but I can
also argue that the discursive force of administering written law equally worked to
fossilize the once fluid system within the emerging historical consciousness on the Main
Islands. I often asked friends and colleagues why villages can no longer move within the
ranks anymore and they are quick to answer that it is obviously because they thankfully
no longer wage war against each other. I then remind them that it was not always war,
but sometime deeds that lifted villages and several either had no explanation why this
was not occurring or stated that, yes, it was possible they supposed, but the highest chiefs
would always have to come together and agree on this and that was very difficult. All
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agreed though that there has been no change in village rankings, up or down, since before
the German period. To me this speaks to the power of history to lock in the past and
discursively delimit present.

I argue that we should consider documents such as

ethnographies and others that codify the arrangements of power in the ethnographic
present as continuations of this project in Yap.
The effects of the fossilizing power of the written word in Yap can be detected in
other ways as well. One example is that the investment of rank and authority in land in
Yap makes the act of surveying and recording a discursive move to appropriate this
power. This means that when ownership or title is given to people through documents
such as land surveys, it creates problems that did not exist before. Numerous cases of
contestations with rights to land are ongoing in Yap because of this. Recall in Grace’s
(33, 60 Weloy) statements in the previous chapter that borders between estates were
collectively authorized through the internalization of oral histories of friendly
negotiations between individuals. Social and political facts in Yap are traditionally fluid
and subjective through this process that I argue is a central feature of yalen u Wa’ab. As
we saw with the mitmit, rank and order were reified through public affirmations where
witnesses collectively became the authorizers of political facts. When elder Yapese are
nearing death, they also customarily call together members of their family and others as
witnesses to who shall receive their title to lands and other inheritances. This was how
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this important knowledge was authorized before and it still continues this way today in
many cases. But the discursive power of legal instrumentation is changing this drastically
today, causing conflicts and ultimately, I argue, eroding in a way an important element
of yalen u Wa’ab that maintained social order. One person told me that his father says,
“When you write something down, it can become a lie.” I always remembered that and
I think it speaks volumes to what I am thinking about here. Before I consider one further
point on the power of the written form, I want to present a couple local viewpoints on
this matter:
Theresa (76, Weloy): When the culture gets written down, it will be set in
stone, written, recorded, what-have you. It will no longer be culture. It will
be law. And who will defend those accused or offended? For the law, there
is a victor and a loser. Culture strived for a win/win situation – so that
peace is maintained within community or society.
Mathew (55,61 Tomil): And everything I think in this community has to do
with respect. We have a hard time here in the court rooms saying “what is
your argument?” It is not supposed to be an argument. It’s like “what is
your position,” or “what do you think is the best way to resolve this.” So
we try to take out the word argument. Or win or lose. Things like that.
The final related observation of note here is that like the manuscripts Cummings
(2002) show to have sacred power and also be means to objectify the past as something
that can be possessed, documented information in Yap seems likely to also have symbolic
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value that I have yet to fully understand. It may have much to do with the values within
social fields that have long ascribed cultural capital to specialized, secretive knowledge
that give access to other resources, but numerous cases abound on the islands where
documents, books, and other publications have ben secreted away and remain missing.
Several important reports and other cultural resources have disappeared from the HPO
in recent years and I have heard multiple accounts of similar acts of “borrowing” items
that were never returned. Again, I can only entertain the significance of these practices
for Yapese. Are they possibly acts of resistance to the discursive power of documents to
supplant traditional authority? Or, are those who keep them somehow using them in
negotiations of cultural capital?
The reasons why I bring forward these issues is because I strongly sense there are
threads of connections between history-making, the power of the written word, and
public heritage discourse and practices in Yap. I also feel these undetected threads of
continuity may help to tell us more about the value in focusing on processes inherent in
private heritage transmission if we are to preserve and protect yalen u Wa’ab.
CHATHOWLI YALEN U WA’AB—MAINTAINING THE INTEGRITY OF CULTURE
Taking a step back and considering the overall aim of this study and the main
theme it addresses, what I am attempting is to envision a way that the cultural heritage
process in Yap can be re-centered within the values of stakeholders who are the rightful
heirs to the process. Doing so requires us to identify the constellation of values that have
been tugging and shaping cultural heritage in Yap and put forward knowledge on their
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effects that may be undermining the ability of local processes to pass down and maintain
the forms of heritage Yapese Main Island stakeholders hope to preserve. I have attempted
that here as best as possible through ethnographic analysis grounded in a political
economy paradigm geared toward uncovering these local values and processes that must
be honored and authorized in order to break free from the hegemonies found in external
discourses that are powerfully redirecting cultural views and values toward what
heritage should be preserved and the practices that are needed to do so.
A study of this sort is always a political exercise as heritage preservation is
ultimately a political process. We have seen how heritage can become a resource in
hegemonic practices that serve the state, national, and global interests in reinforcing and
normalizing fields of power. As practitioners in the field of heritage preservation, we
should recognize that our practices can be implicated in these processes. An argument
can thus be made that by advocating for Yapese stakeholders who wish to maintain
knowledge and practices that reaffirm the connections between land, people and clan,
this study can also be implicated in supporting local fields of power that preserve current
hierarchies which have historically marginalized certain groups. I acknowledge this and
recognize that these hierarchies exist, but I also feel my ultimate responsibility is to assist
local stakeholders in regaining their power to manage their traditions and customs on
their own terms. Similarly, while I did not have space to fully address this, I argue that
external heritage discourses working in concert with larger postcolonial ones can be
implicated in not only reifying traditional hierarchies, but also in amplifying the power
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between them. As applied anthropologists we know that local elite groups are almost
always able to appropriate the technologies of power they acquire from external
discourses to make the system work best for them. I will not digress further in pursuing
this point except to say that I acknowledge the above and ultimately feel that the
preservation of Yapese cultural heritage is a political exercise that should be managed
within local fields of power and removed as best as possible from larger ones that are
more likely worse.
The first way to approach this is by considering again the practices that do not
align closely with local values. Among these are the attention of preservation activities
on tangible historic preservation. As Thomas King (2006:511) points out:
In short, what made historic places historic in Micronesian terms was not—
or was in only a minor way—what Euroamerican history said about them,
or what Euroamerican archaeology could learn from them. It was how they
worked in traditional culture, how they informed and maintained
traditional identity. Historic places could not be dealt with in isolation; they
had to be understood, interpreted, and managed as integral parts of
ongoing cultural life.
The examination of the views and values locals hold toward their cultural heritage
strongly support King’s observation. Tangible forms of heritage in Yap are valued as sites
and objects when they communicate meanings underlying yalen u Wa’ab. Their historical
significance is not in what they tell us about the past, it is what they tell them about the
present. We can certainly argue that everywhere this is the case for tangible heritage
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since it brings the past forward into the present as it is mediated by individuals who
experience it. This is true, but I argue that it is not the dead past that is important to be
remembered and mediated for Yapese. Rather, it is the meanings that continue to be
identified today that are not yet lost to memory nor need to be recovered—not yet at least.
These meanings are present in a generation of Yapese that is losing the ability to pass
them to their heirs.
I found that the mandated focus of the HPO on historic tangible cultural resources
exposes the tensions between the values of public and private heritage. This is because
preserving and authorizing a past as if it were just a memory is a practice with hidden,
discursive power that effectively transforms private heritage that lives into public
heritage gazed upon as history which we identify as being separated from the present.
This transformation occurs especially as heritage is surveyed, inventoried, documented,
and catalogued. Elements of heritage that live on today through knowledge, expressions
and practices become temporally circumscribed through the reification of their objective,
static essence in the past. As Maria’s examples in the beginning of this chapter
demonstrate, this may be a critical period in which heritage does become history on the
Main Islands. There is a generational disconnect occurring in the present historical
moment and yalen is not being enculturated in the newer generations. If this continues
as it has been, cultural heritage preservation will indeed become simply historic
preservation.
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One of my primary findings supports the argument that with engaged
ethnographic practice, we can locate alternative meanings associated with heritage that
can in turn be helpful in challenging dominant discourses. For Yapese, yalen u Wa’ab is a
way of life that encompasses all aspects of what we would call intangible cultural heritage
in the West. It seems also to be a little different. Because within this term we have seen
that Yapese value processes of being in a slightly more nuanced way than can be found
in UNESCO’s domains of ICH.

What also makes yalen u Wa’ab perhaps a little different

is its meanings suggest heritage for them is no different from what we simply call culture.
Chathowli yalen u Wa’ab, or the protecting and nurturing of the Yapese way of life, can be
viewed simply as cultural preservation. Employing this term thus becomes a form of
counter-discourse against the historicism found in heritage discourses. These findings
should find value in academic discourses on heritage, history and anthropology.
I argue that the Yapese example of how they define heritage can help us rethink
the term’s efficacy in contexts where it is no different from culture itself. As Jackson
states, “Intangible cultural heritage is dynamic vs static; experienced vs curated; and
moments vs monuments” (2014:3). In other words, like culture, intangible cultural
heritage is best seen as an ongoing process. Further, as I have argued specifically with
the case of the mitmit, Jackson’s insights on the value of intangible cultural heritage for
an African American community in Nicodemus, Kansas similarly demonstrates “the
dominant role that the living community plays in cultural heritage preservation through
active recognition and demonstration of kinship ties…and maintenance of kinship connections
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through land ownership from one generation to the next—a key cultural resource and an
invaluable link to the past” (2014:3, emphasis added). Ethnographically engaged heritage
practice such as Jackson’s and the work I have presented here support the call for more
attention given to the value of the intangible over the tangible for living stakeholder
communities as well as the processes which may preserve these elements of heritage
more effectively than the commonly accepted methodologies of surveying, identifying
and recording cultural resources.
To sum up what the primary findings of this study demonstrate, I believe John’s
statement in full argue it best:
My own personal feeling about preserving Yapese history, although we are
required or told, or some people have interest in preserving our
archaeological resources, to me I would rather go into preserving the
custom and tradition. And the reason is I have seen it over time, and from
my own personal thinking as I mentioned earlier…the system is structured
in a way that nobody is left behind. Nobody has become homeless because
nobody can take care of that person. No child is left without somebody to
care for or to look after the interests of his well-being and other things. Not
every Yapese can survive into the world community. And so resources are
getting more scarce. So in order to survive, it goes back to survival, we have
to maintain social stability as well as peace among the people. We have to
learn these things. Because like I said, those that cannot leave off of Yap,
they would have to go back to the traditional, Yapese traditional life. And
as I mentioned earlier, it is the common interest, the common good of the
people that the culture was structured around. Even when it comes to
families, it is the common interest, the common good for survival of the
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family that everything revolves around. Then it spreads out to the village
and then onto the traditional political system.
John’s response supports what we have seen in my analysis; that is, for Yapese
stakeholders it is the living, private heritage that is important to preserve. They want to
preserve enduring traditional processes that maintain the values defined within yalen u
Wa’ab. This means that the traditional sociopolitical system based in relations between
land, people and clan are the threads of significance running through the web of culture
they call yalen u Wa’ab. As he notes, these threads are first spun through families which
are anchored by their lands. The webs of significance then radiate out through the village
and into the rest of the traditional political system.
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THEORY AND PRACTICE
I have always viewed my study as primarily an applied effort to generate
contributions that may be useful for Yapese stakeholders who wish to do more to address
their heritage interests. Upon completion, however, it is clear that what has been
generated here has much to add to academic discourses as well. I argue, for example,
that my study supports the call for more solid ethnographic research into what exactly
heritage means to individuals and communities around the world that are facing rapid
transformations in their daily lives. Simply put, there is a gap in heritage studies that
closely consider local voices and what they are saying about how their pasts should be
carried on in the present. Perhaps the most apparent contribution to anthropological
theory present in this study, however, has been its demonstration of the value of a
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political economy approach within heritage studies that can help to fill these gaps. By
showing how views and values toward cultural heritage preservation are informed by
the practical concerns of daily life, the approach I have taken provides a needed
alternative to Smith’s (2006) CDA method and offers a way forward that can generate
new knowledge on a range of cultural heritage processes.

Focusing more on the

ethnographic data generated at a local level, the production of heritage discourses that
lay outside of Smith’s AHD can be identified and investigated and in turn provide new
insights on a range of heritage related matters that continue to be debated in the field.
And while the political economy approach offers new ways to engage heritage studies, it
is not a novel approach for cultural anthropologists. Indeed, its widespread adoption
and explanatory power in our field has proven extremely productive and I also argue
that its value can ensure that our discipline retains a significant presence in heritage
studies more generally. Heritage is, after all, just another side of culture.
The approach I have taken has allowed me to show how discourses on heritage
and its value are created amid the day-to-day negotiations of positions within a shifting
sociopolitical environment of uncertainty where the political and economic realities of
stakeholders are finding new forms. Negotiating their places among the shifting terrain
of power, local discourses on heritage reflect the tensions and anxieties over losing the
stability and security found in yalen u Wa’ab. These are ways of thinking and talking
about continuities to the past that attend to their concerns in the present. The discourse
being produced communicates the local desires to ensure that the Yapese way of life—
348

one where virtues of respect, labor and community are primary—can be maintained as
their grapple with the overpowering forces of capitalist expansion.
The large amount of scholarly attention to kastom has shown that emergent
discourses can be locally produced in strategies of resistance to domination. In similar
ways, by focusing on the political and economic factors negotiated in the production of
heritage discourses, analysis has shown that this same process is occurring in Yap as well.
The emic term yalen u Wa’ab and the deployment of “tradition and custom” both in public
discourse and also in the State’s constitution demonstrates a development of an
alternative view towards heritage for Yapese stakeholders. The meanings these terms
have taken reflect the negotiation of Yapese identities with the postcolonial discursive
construction of the “modern” and “traditional” dichotomy. Dirks notes, “The debate
over tradition is little different than the debate over modernity, since the terms have taken
on their meanings in relation to each other. The modern not only invented tradition, it
depends upon it. The modern has liberated us from tradition and constantly conceives
itself in relation to it” (1990:27-28). The tensions in Yap as they position themselves
within this constructed temporal duality of being are mediated daily and are complicated
by the anachronistic presentation of public heritage sites and activities. This negotiation
of the present is difficult as public heritage “split[s] the ‘present’ into the ‘modern’ and
the ‘traditional’ or the ‘historical’” (Chakrabarty 1992:63).
Local discourse for Main Islanders is thus also produced in reaction to the
discursive forces of capitalist modernity that are attempting to transform Yapese
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identities by locating them in one of these two categories (modern/traditional). The
postcolonial field of interconnected and articulating political and economic systems (the
traditional Yapese sociopolitical order vs. market capitalism) is fostering a new emerging
historical consciousness that is forcing stakeholders to decide if they are “modern” or
“traditional.” In discourses on the value of yalen u Wa’ab, many are choosing “traditional”
and producing meanings that privilege the views and values of “tradition and custom”
over the alienating and disenfranchising values of capitalist modernity that they see
changing their society in many negative ways. These local discourses are not being thus
produced in reaction to the hegemonies of an AHD, they are instead created by more
pressing realities where livelihoods are at stake. The emerging discourse on “ICH” as a
branding strategy to increase tourism is one example. The ways “tradition and custom”
are constantly being evoked in opposition to modernity is another. And yalen u Wa’ab
embodies emic meanings closely resembling “tradition and custom,” but it is also a
discourse that goes beyond etic description in many ways as well.
Ethnographic fieldwork and analysis with a political economy orientation has
provided an opportunity to generate knowledge on how these findings can enter into
important debates on the very nature of heritage. As I have shown, this approach has
also enabled a deeper analysis of Chambers’ (2006) public and private heritage
conceptual frameworks which has allowed me to offer final arguments that I feel support
this study’s theoretical orientation. First, my conclusions argue for the need for more
attention to issues of private heritage. This can best be done, I argue, through established
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ethnographic research methods and not through critical discourse analysis which is
limited to applications of public heritage discourse. Furthermore, the analysis of data on
private heritage must be done with a theoretical framework that is useful for studying
the entirety of sociocultural phenomenon involved, not just texts, documents and the
practices they manifest. I argue that the framework I have worked within here is most
effective at doing this.

And finally, for applied heritage practice with the aim of

developing knowledge on how preservation and management practices can be more
beneficial and attentive to local interests, practitioners can only achieve this goal with
models that can offer both explanations and practical suggestions. Unfortunately, while
the CDA approach to heritage discourses does offer what I indeed feel are powerful
explanations, I also argue that it leaves little room for producing practical interventions.
The fact that my study can generate informed insights that can be put into practice
supports the approach I advocate and have taken here. Before turning to my final goal
of examining what the findings of my study do indeed offer for cultural heritage practice
in Yap, I would like to also give consideration to a few concluding assessments of some
of the limitations I acknowledge in my study and potential further work that may help
to address these concerns.

TOWARD A MORE REPRESENTATIVE ETHNOGRAPHY OF YAPESE CULTURAL
HERITAGE PROCESSES
As I have attempted to make clear, this study has several limitations regarding the
representation of Yapese Main Islander views and values toward their cultural heritage.
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This was largely due to the difficulties in acquiring a more representative sample
population for the in-depth interviews that were conducted.

Future ethnographic

research on Yapese cultural heritage processes will thus benefit from concentrating on
the gaps of representation found in the present study so that a richer, more
comprehensive account including more voices from marginalized segments of the Main
Island population can be included in the analyses. It should also be no surprise that I feel
my findings on heritage discourses would greatly be extended if additional research were
to be conducted exclusively in the Yapese language and also expanded to focus on Outer
Island cultural heritage as well for comparative value.
As the reader likely noted, despite only having four women interview
participants, I have taken care to include a large amount information gleaned from these
key female stakeholders. Yet a subsequent study focusing exclusively on how Yapese
women view and value their cultural heritage would add value to claims on the
production of local heritage discourses and also help to locate possible contestations on
various issues of heritage and the political and economic environments amid which
gender is being negotiated on the Main Islands. My positionality as a non-Yapese male
researcher put me at a disadvantage in researching these issues and accessing levels of
understanding regarding the different experiences informing the views and values
toward heritage that Yapese women hold. Along with ethnographic investigations of
cultural heritage in Yap that focuses specifically on women, another productive avenue
for future research that can thus build on what I have provided here would be to study
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the value and practices of organizations and groups such as the Yapese Women’s
Association (YWA) and the resulting benefits this NGO provides.
I am also aware that the voices of the younger generation of Yapese should be
included in future ethnographic research on Yapese cultural heritage and how views and
values of the youth on the Main Islands may be very different from the adults I
interviewed. I have already stated that my view is that the majority of Yapese youth most
likely see things quite differently from the stakeholders I interviewed. But how, why and
to what extent these differences exist remains to be fully considered. This is certainly one
dimension of my study that unfortunately was not included despite its significance on
many levels. Future research concentrating on the understandings and values of younger
Yapese toward their culture is certainly required in order to make more general claims
on, for instance, what aspects of Yapese yalen u Wa’ab are diminishing in value over time
on the islands and how various societal transformations such as westernization and other
political and economic factors are involved in these changes.
On a similar note, the final recommendation for future research would be to
ethnographically investigate the production of heritage discourses specifically among the
most disadvantaged groups on the Main Islands—the pilmingay. Does my study, for
example, silence the views and values of the least powerful Yapese residents on the Main
Islands who may indeed not wish to preserve a sociopolitical order that many would
claim has historically marginalized them?

This is an issue that I have deep concerns

about ethically and methodologically. The pilmingay are a subaltern group that my study
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does not adequately give justice to and I feel subsequent research into the views and
values toward heritage for those with the lowest status on the Main Islands is critically
needed for many reasons. This would require a researcher with more command of the
Yapese language than I was able to acquire and also more time specifically working to
identify pilmingay communities and gain entrance into their unique lives and experiences
on a deeper level than my study allowed.
The crisis of representation in our field over the last several decades has required
us to be more cautious and vigilant when making general claims about the communities
we work with. There are always going to be valid critiques that our ethnographic
productions have limits and cannot therefore be taken to represent the entirety of the
reality around us in the field. Thankfully, the subject matter presented here and the
knowledge I have constructed is largely centered within the analysis of direct responses
of participants with minimal interpretations limited to questions mostly about the
possible causal factors leading to the production of discourses. In other words, most of
my data is comprised of the actual words of participants which are taken at face value as
true for them. Where my findings are limited, however, is again found in the implicit
claims that what study participants report can be representative of all Yapese Main
Islanders. Once more, I acknowledge this limitation and urge the reader not draw this
conclusion. What my study provides is a situated knowledge (Haraway 1991) that
applies to a small section of the larger Main Island population. Furthermore, I also
acknowledge the limits of my positionality as an “unmarked” white male researcher and
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the possible unknown ways in which my U.S. identity, status and exclusive use of the
English language in my research have shaped not only my analyses, but also the data that
was presented to me. The best we can do, I feel, is to present our work with a reflexive
transparency that acknowledges these inevitabilities and points to ways in which they
might be addressed in the future in order to provide a more inclusive and thus accurate
analysis of our research topics. My study is valuable because it provides an important
part of the picture, but additional work can always be done to make that picture more
complete.

ENVISIONING A SUSTAINABLE YAPESE CULTURAL HERITAGE PRACTICE
To close my study, I will now work through a few considerations for how Yapese
can preserve those elements of their heritage they value the most. As I have shown, it is
the connections between land, people and clan that form the web of Yapese culture.
Antoinette Jackson argues that “maintenance of kinship connections through land
ownership” are vital forms of heritage for many groups (Jackson 2014:2). In Yap this is
starkly apparent with the exception that the land symbolically owns the people and not
the other way around. These connections are the stabilizing forces with Yapese society.
As Egan (2004) argued, land is the “gold standard” in Yap. It is the fundamental constant
that holds their culture together. Preservations practices therefore hold value if they
honor the symbolic ties between people and the land and these ultimately begin in the
family. Approaches that rely heavily on the value of ethnography can produce culturally
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informed models of preservation practice that are more sustainable, effective, and
attendant to the needs and wishes of local stakeholders.

Indeed, our priorities as

practitioners working with cultural heritage should be to use ethnography to better
understand how our activities can serve the needs of the local community and to help
identify ways the process can be more inclusive and equitable.
The tabinaw (estate) and village are the nucleus of yalen u Wa’ab. Even today, Yap
remains a very localized society where village-members rarely go into other villages
without a reason to do so. And so yalen u Wa’ab begins at the local level as each village
has discrete forms of knowledge that come together to form the larger web. This means
that yalen u Wa’ab is fragmented and knowledge is contingent. Legends and stories, for
example, are highly localized and have different contours and meanings in each area. So
too obviously are the ways people are defined by their land and their specific relations to
others. Every daef has a unique role within the system and this is the knowledge that is
needed first. Since much has occurred over the past decades to gnaw at the processes
that enculturated yalen in the family, this core learning space for local knowledge has
been challenged. Public heritage efforts at school with culture classes help with general
lessons found throughout the island but do not attend to the specific different local
knowledges each village requires, nor especially to a family’s knowledge defined in their
daef. Preservation practices that can reactive and support the traditional family and
village learning experiences are thus needed. The suggestions already discussed about
how the ICH program could be used within schools appears to be a productive way to
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take advantage of public heritage discourses and turn them to benefit private heritage. It
seems to me that the forces of modernity are too strong to believe that children today will
volunteer too much of their time to learn more on their own. Having a structure that
compels them to engage with learning more local versions of yalen from parents and
relatives within a domestic context will help them learn the value of the entire yalen u
Wa’ab.
A further suggestion that was discussed by stakeholders was to even mandate one
day a week as a day for village work. Village work is already an important activity in
most areas of Yap since having a clean and ordered village is a value that is still strong
and helps villages present their status to others. There are also fines that can be imposed
by the municipal administration if villages fail to properly maintain their spaces. Many
villages designate Saturday as the time everyone goes throughout their village to
meticulously maintain their lands and pull weeds, collect debris, fix their communal
structures and other things. This brings together children, parents and relatives in
activities were yalen becomes embodied through effort under the values of village
solidarity. The required participation of children also means that they learn traditional
skills and practices as well. It was thus suggested that reducing Yap’s work week to four
days and mandating that the extra day be used for village work would therefore be
beneficial in preserving Yapese cultural heritage.
It was also put forward that because yalen is so localized, it would be ideal if each
of the ten municipalities had their own HPO office. This would decentralize the heritage
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process and allow it to work more effectively but it is nearly impossible for a host of
reasons. But what could work is that each municipality have their own local spaces
devoted to preserving yalen if villages and stakeholders can agree to voluntarily open and
manage them without additional funding. It could be space for elders to gather to tell
stories and also for people to discuss and define their various relationships to each other.
The central point here is that in order to preserve yalen u Wa’ab, it needs to be preserved
first at the home and village, the most local levels possible. Subsuming heritage within
the larger public sphere in Yap has meant that attention has focused on superficial
elements that have less value in maintaining yalen u Wa’ab since they have effectively lost
their significant ties their origins.
Activating these ties once more through preservations practices is a natural way
to ensure they regain their significant attachments and build the integrity of the web. As
I showed, the mitmit was an excellent example of how this can be done. As a rite of
solidarity, I see great value in supporting more mitmit if possible. I highly encourage a
primary focus of public heritage efforts on restoring peebay as long as they include an
agreement that a mitmit would be held to celebrate their opening. I feel mitmit are the
ideal way to capitalize on the public heritage discourse and that if the NPS can support
HPO in focusing their energies on these activities it would be much more helpful than all
other practices. If this cannot be done as often as liked because of the reasons I covered,
then there may be other practices that can be envisioned as well to activate networks and
reaffirm the value of yalen. One of the primary reasons why the mitmit was a more
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effective form of heritage preservation than Yap Day is that it was held for a traditional
purpose and all traditional protocols were observed. When communal activities bring
villages together for a traditional purpose outside of the liminal sphere of civic functions,
traditional processes will necessarily be activated. I argue that traditional exchange is
one of the most important features of these activities since they obligate reciprocation.
Finding a way to incorporate more exchanges will surely be helpful and we should leave
that up to stakeholders who can look into their baskets for wisdom on how this can be
achieved.
To summarize, it is the private heritage in Yap that needs more attention and
support. This can most effectively be done when attention is paid to the value of local
processes within the household and village first.

Doing so will radiate outwards

throughout the society to maintain the integrity of yalen u Wa’ab that is ultimately rooted
in land’s symbolic power. Public heritage also can be helpful as long as it helps private
heritage in ways such as restoring peebays or other tangible elements of Yapese heritage
that still function to communicate, or better yet activate, meanings that are still valued
and needed today. I feel as a starting point more mitmit and the incorporation of Yap’s
ICH program into schools in a way such as suggested can achieve these ends.
Ultimately, however, it is the local stakeholders who should always have the last
word on how their cultural heritage is preserved, and so it is only fitting I allow one to
have the final word here:
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Theresa (76,Weloy): Finally, I dare to believe that any Yapese can claim Yap
and all that Yap is as their heritage, by birthright. Then one would have to
do one’s duty, in whatever capacity but under the clear and culturally
mandated requirements for a person, born and raised in Yap, and in the
end, to be buried on Yap soil. This would be the ultimate heritage, one that
Yapese should be thankful for.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF 2014 WORK ACTIVITIES
January, 2014

o Began preparations for the Outer Island ICH workshops.
o Consulted with the Outer Island Chiefly Council of Tamol (COT)
on the proposed project
o Asked COT to select 2 field-workers from each of the Outer
Island Districts (1 male and 1 female)
o Consulting

and

planning

with

Project

Field

Assistant

Coordinator
o Consulted and planned with OI HPO Staff member on his role as
HPO intermediary with the COT and OI Fieldworkers.
o Accepted assignment from FSM NACH (HPO) Officer Kohler for
researching and writing 2 chapters on Intangible Cultural
Heritage in Yap for a UNESCO volume tentatively entitled
“Pacific

Wisdoms”

to

be

published

by

ICHCAP

(the

International Information and Networking Centre for Intangible
Cultural Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region under the auspices
of UNESCO).
o My task was to produce two chapters on Yapese ICH—
one on traditional navigation and canoe building, the
other on Yapese communication. Both would require
extensive research and interviewing which took place
from January through late March.
o Began assisting in the planning for the UNESCO World Heritage
workshop that would take place in Yap in April.
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o Advise and educate stakeholders on the UNESCO World
Heritage nomination process.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Meet with village leaders and chiefs who wiould be involved
with the UNESCO World Heritage nomination, specifically all
those associated with the Mangyol site in Makiy Village, Gagil.

February, 2014

o Hold meetings with several stakeholders about the UNESCO
publication opportunity in order to seek suggestions and
interests about what should be written in the chapters.
o Begin arranging and interviewing numerous traditional
knowledge holders for information to be included in both
chapters.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Help to design a plan and strategy to relocate the historic
voyaging canoe, the Simion Hokulea, to a safer, more protected
shelter downtown at the Yap State living history museum.
o Consult with chiefs and board members of the Traditional
Navigation Society (TNS) about this opportunity.
o Collect photos of various resources on traditional navigation,
canoe building and Yapese communication to be used in the
UNESCO publication
o Advise on a meeting with a young Yapese actor (living in
Hollywood who has filmmaking connections) who wants to
create a documentary on some aspect of Yapese culture that can
benefit the state.
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o Work on logistical and technical aspects of planning for
UNESCO's

World Heritage

meeting

with

Pacific

wide

experts/participants assisting.
o Review data and information from ICH project in Tomil ahead
of OI ICH workshop.
o Continue writing report for Tomil ICH project and planning for
the incorporation of 3 more municipalities into Main Island ICH
Inventory Project Report.
o Meet with prospective field-workers for the OI ICH project to
explain and describe their possible roles.
o Transcribe interviews for UNESCO publication.
o Research publication requirements for ICHCAP.
o Begin writing chapter on traditional navigation and canoe
building.
March, 2014

o Finish writing ICHCAP chapter on traditional navigation and
canoe building.
o Continue searching for and interviewing participants to help
with the second chapter on Yapese Communication.
o Include HPO staff as potential contributors to ICHCAP project
by assigning topics for voluntary participation in information
collection.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Continue transcribing interviews and researching archival
documents for information relevant to Yapese communication.
o Assist in the continued planning and preparations for the
upcoming UNESCO World Heritage workshop.
o Design workshop agenda and program

394

o Communicate with participating experts on workshop
program, including their logistical issues in attending.
o Form organizing committee for the workshop and serve
as the technical adviser on UNESCO's program and the
function of the workshop.
o Finish writing the second chapter for the ICHCAP publication.
o Collect and prepare all the proper release forms, photos, and
other documentation required and send them to ICHCAP.
o Follow up with stakeholders and potential field-workers for the
OI ICH workshop and inventory collection project.
April, 2014

o Organize, plan and participate in UNESCO World Heritage
workshop that focused on the development of a management
plan for the serial site nomination for Yap's Mangyol stone
money bank and Palau's Rock Island quarries.
o Prepare and give presentation on cultural tourism in Yap and the
need for a sustainable tourism plan model for the UNESCO
World

Heritage

nomination.

Presentation

given

during

conference.
o Meet with selected Outer Island fieldworkers to introduce them
to the project and describe their roles, expected outcomes, and
timetable of project.
o Prepare for and implement the 2-day, 4 session workshop on OI
ICH. Close to 40 participants in total attend.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Prepare for and attend 3-day workshop in Pohnpei on the status
of ICH efforts in Yap and the FSM.
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o We also worked on the ICHCAP joint publication and the
next steps taken to ensure it would be published before
the year's end.
o Presented presentation on ICH efforts in Yap and the FSM
o Plan

for

upcoming

ICH

workshops

for

3

additional

municipalities (Gagil, Fanif, and Gilman)
o Continue writing draft of Tomil ICH project report which would
eventually include the 3 additional municipalities
May, 2014

o Continue planning and organizing the ICH workshops for the
three additional municipalities.
o Meet with the traditional chiefs of the three municipalities
o Monitor the progress of the OI fieldworkers and work with OI
project assistant on reviewing the data that has been turned in so
far.
o Generate materials and resources for upcoming ICH workshops
(including revised procedures based on ICH work to date) and
work with HPO to procure workshop items.
o Design HPO ICH database and instructions for fieldworkers to
input and save all of their data into the office computer.
o Train fieldworkers and project assistants on the use of the
database.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Review oral history collections to help with providing histories
for the registered Mangyol site that could be useful for the
UNESCO World Heritage application.
o Work with the office in the selection of a professional to be
contracted to help write a UNESCO report.
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o Train and educate the selected professional on the project and
needs that developed from April's UNESCO workshop.
o Conduct 12 hour, multi-day ICH workshops with over 30
participants from Gagil, Fanif and Gilman (continued into June).
June, 2014

o Complete ICH workshop for Gagil, Fanif and Gilman.
o Train fieldworkers for the additional data collection needed from
the workshop (3 men and 3 women).
o Organize reporting schedule for fieldworkers.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Paid leave of two weeks
o Continue collecting fieldwork data.
o Work with OI project assistant to attempt to recover data from
fieldworkers who were not turning in their work (this was a 3month process that proved futile).
o Spend final week of month accompanying the contracted
professional on site tours, meetings with stakeholders and other
data-collection needed for UNESCO report.
o Work closely with contractor to provide professional advice on
UNESCO's requirements and the needs of the local stakeholders.
o Continually review ICH data coming in.
o Created a list of interview questions and instructions for HPO
staff to use when collecting additional oral histories for Mangyol
site that were needed for UNESCO's application.

July, 2014

o Assist HPO personnel with presentations for upcoming NPS
meetings
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Continue to monitor data being collected by ICH field workers.
o Begin editing the available data provided by OI fieldworkers.

397

o Create more DVD's for Yapese delegation to France.
o Collect and record interview data on stone money ownership
and platform functions for the Mangyol site.
o Continue to work with OI project assistant on attempting to
collect information form OI fieldworkers who were not reporting
in after missing many deadlines.
o Advise the Yap business and tourism agencies on proposed
“Culture Fee” for the island that could help alleviate many of the
problems that have been occurring with villages where tourists
visit cultural or scuba-related activities.
o Attend Magyol World Heritage Advisory Council meeting and
advise stakeholders on the UNESCO guidelines and procedures.
o Send and seek comments from distinguished FSM scholar Father
Fran Hezel on the two chapters written for ICHCAP publication
(Father Hezel was designated as the FSM editor for our
contributions)
August, 2014

o Revise the ICHCAP chapters based on Father Hezel's comments
and suggestions and send them on to ICHCAP for submission.
o Continue to collect and monitor ICH data from OI and Gagil,
Fanif and Gilman municipalities.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page
o Begin final editing of all ICH data from Tomil that has been
translated (over 100 pages).
o Assist OI project assistant on a final attempt to acquire data from
the remaining OI fieldworkers (fieldworkers from OI Precincts
12, 13 and 14 failed to turn in any of their work)
o Assist HPO staff on software programs needed for GIS mapping.
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o Prepare report on OI ICH program to be presented to the Council
of Tamol, including a breakdown of costs, data collected,
participant lists and other information.
o Present final report on OI ICH project to the Council of Tamol,
explaining the issues that arose with data collection and also the
successes we did have now that fieldwork was complete.
o Begin final editing of OI ICH data (over 100 pages).
o Design format for the Yapese Register of Intangible Cultural
Heritage (RICH) that will contain all the data from the 4
workshops.
o Begin inputting data into the Yapese RICH.
o Begin final editing of ICH data for Gagil and Fanif (over 200
pages)
September, 2014

o Continue to enter edited ICH data into the Yapese RICH.
o Begin final editing of ICH data for Gilman municipality (over 100
pages)
o Continue working on technical report for ICH projects
o Continue additional revisions to the chapters written for the
ICHCAP publication on traditional knowledge in the Pacific.
o Finalize all Yapese RICH publications for Tomil, OI, Gagil, Fanif
and Gilman.
o Finalize technical report on the ICH projects.
o Communicate continually with NPS on requirements needed to
fulfill my contractual obligations.
o Update Yap State HPO Facebook page.
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APPENDIX B
BLANK INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study
IRB Study # ______________
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who
choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this
information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff
to discuss this consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information
you do not clearly understand.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
The Cultural Heritage Process in Yap State, FSM
The person who is in charge of this research study is Stefan M. Krause. This person is called the
Principal Investigator. He is being guided in this research by Dr. Kevin Yelvington.
The research will be conducted at where ever is convenient to participants who will be
interviewed.

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is to:



Understand the ways heritage is understood and valued today in Yap State by its citizens.
Stefan M. Krause is performing this research to collect data for his PhD dissertation in applied
anthropology.

Study Procedures
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to:


Take part in one 30 to 45 minute interview where you will be asked questions about how
history and heritage are valued and understood in Yap State, FSM. There will be 8 to 12
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open-ended questions on this topic. The interview will be conducted where ever is
convenient for participant.
Agree to allow the interview to be recorded with a digital audio recorder. The recording
and all information gathered from the interview will be securely protected and used only
by Stefan M. Krause for his research. After it is transcribed, the audio recording will be
deleted. The transcription will saved and stored in Mr. Krause's password protected
digital database. All real names of participants will be replaced by fake names
(pseudonyms) in all the research materials. Only Mr. Krause will have access to a list of
the real names of participants.
Only provide non-sensitive information about the research topic.

Total Number of Participants
About 25 individuals will take part in this study.

Alternatives
You do not have to participate in this research study.

Benefits
We are unsure if you will receive any benefits by taking part in this research study.

Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those
who take part in this study.

Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your
study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must keep them completely
confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these records are:


The research team, including the Principal Investigator and the study coordinator.



Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study. For
example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to look at your
records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the right way. They also
need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and your safety.



Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research. This
includes the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), Florida Department of Health, and
the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the Office for Human
Research Protection (OHRP).
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The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and its related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, staff in the USF Office of Research and Innovation, USF
Division of Research Integrity and Compliance, and other USF offices who oversee this
research.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name. We
will not publish anything that would let people know who you are.

Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is
any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at
any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop
taking part in this study. If you wish to withdraw at any time, you may contact Mr. Krause by
phone in Yap at 952-5240, or by email at stefanmkrause@gmail.com.

New information about the study
During the course of this study, we may find more information that could be important to you.
This includes information that, once learned, might cause you to change your mind about being
in the study. We will notify you as soon as possible if such information becomes available.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, please email or call Dr.
Kevin Yelvington at yelvingt@usf.edu or call U.S. (813) 974-0582.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, general questions, or have
complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, email or
call the USF IRB at rsch-arc@usf.edu or U.S. (813) 974-5638.
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Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
It is up to you to decide whether you want to take part in this study. If you want to take part,
please sign the form, if the following statements are true.
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am
agreeing to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________
Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from
their participation. I hereby certify that when this person signs this form, to the best of my
knowledge, he/ she understands:
 What the study is about;
 What procedures/interventions/investigational drugs or devices will be used;
 What the potential benefits might be; and
 What the known risks might be.
I can confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain this research
and is receiving an informed consent form in the appropriate language. Additionally, this subject
reads well enough to understand this document or, if not, this person is able to hear and
understand when the form is read to him or her. This subject does not have a
medical/psychological problem that would compromise comprehension and therefore makes it
hard to understand what is being explained and can, therefore, give legally effective informed
consent. This subject is not under any type of anesthesia or analgesic that may cloud their
judgment or make it hard to understand what is being explained and, therefore, can be considered
competent to give informed consent.
_______________________________________________________________
_______________
Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent / Research Authorization
_______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent / Research Authorization
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS
Name

Age

Municipality

Interview Length

Albert

64

Rumung

106min

Anthony

59

Maap

72min

Augustine

53

Weloy

106min

Benjamin

53

Gagil

87min

Bernard

31

Weloy

40min

Charles

55

Gagil

78min

Christopher

60*

Tomil

89min

David

66

Tomil

97min

Francis

57

OI

71min

Grace

33*

Weloy

78min

John

56

Maap

131min

Jonathan

33

Tomil

60min

Leo

55

Maap

76min

Margaret

61

Rumung

76min

Maria

59

Rumung

69min

Mark

54

Maap

82min

Martin

64

Maap

150min**

Mathew

55*

Tomil

46min

Michael

45

Maap

68min

Patrick

54

Rumung

68min

Paul

49

Dalipebinaw

104min

404

Peter

43

Weloy

90min

Phillip

48

Tomil

63min

Sebastian

60

Maap

59min

Steven

49

Fanif

82min

Theresa

76

Weloy

119min

Thomas

65

Gagil

150min**

*Approximate age (actual age not given), **Martin and Thomas interviewed together
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APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1.

Please explain how you learned about your culture when you were growing up.

2.

What were some of the things that you were taught about the past?

3.

How has the way Yapese learned about their culture and heritage changed over
the years?

4.

How is the process of teaching and learning about the past different around the
island?

5.

How and why are some stories about the past different depending on who you
talk to?

6.

What are some of the differences in the way culture is remembered and preserved
in your oral society compared to the way it works when things get written down?

7.

What are some of the things you want to see preserved?

8.

How do you think Yapese feel about monuments and historic markers?

9.

How important is it that the way the past is presented is always true?

10.

I have noticed that people are often challenging other versions of the past. Why
do you think this is?

11.

Please describe any advantages or disadvantages between the way history was
passed on in the past and the way it is done now.

12.

What is the best way to preserve the past here in Yap?

13.

How important is it to preserve the past?

14.

How is the past used in the present?

15.

How would you describe the term heritage?

16.

Describe how Yapese history is taught today? Is it effective?

17.

If you had the money and ability to create the plans for Yapese cultural heritage
preservation, how might you do it?
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APPENDIX E
UNESCO ICH WORKSHOP ANNOUNCEMENT AND PROGRAM
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APPENDIX F
2012 OFFICIAL JOB ANNOUNCEMENT FOR STAFF CULTURAL
ANTHROPOLOGIST FOR THE FSM

The Government of the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) seeks well-qualified
individuals to fill the position of Anthropologist who will be assisting FSM in the
Federated States of Micronesia (FSM).
The FSM Staff Cultural Anthropologist will serve as the nation's technical expert on oral
histories, ethnography, and cultural resources. Also provides guidance and
professional recommendations at both the state and national levels. This is a national
level position funded by a Historic Preservation Fund Grant administered by the
National Park Service, Department of Interior.
The FSM Staff Cultural Anthropologist will assist and guide the following actives of the
Historic Preservation Office:
1. Meeting the requirements of U.S National Park Service Program Assessments
2. Training Historic Preservation office staffs in ethnography and cultural resources
management.
3. Reviewing extant collections of oral history.
4. Performing fieldwork and collections of oral history.
5. Design plans on conducting research of local traditional practices and customs such
as dances, tattooing, weaving, canoe building, traditional house building, grass skirt
making, navigation, etc.
6. Ensuring compliance with Section 106 of the U.A National Historic Preservation Act
and implementing regulations 36 CFR 800 with regard to U.S Federal undertakings in
the FSM.
7. Develop, coordinate and carry out plans for ethnographic surveys.
8. Establishing and maintaining centralized cultural resources inventories of tape
recordings, video recordings and photographs filling according numbering system,
corresponding with that used in the oral history report.
9. Cultural resources management planning in coordination with State and National
Government Agencies and the U.S National Park Service.
10. Designing and maintaining cultural resources museum and laboratory facilities.
11. Designing and maintaining electronic cultural resources database.
12. Composing context to be used for reports and brochures for site restoration projects.
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13. Produce a survey form/written questionnaire for collection of oral history and
other ethnographic information
14. Collect oral history on intangible cultural subjects such as birth, marriage,
traditional laws, and traditional and customary practices.
15. Establishing a living national treasure of oral history programs.
16. Producing final products of oral histories and contexts related to traditional sites, as
well as report on traditional and customary practices.
17. Establishing and maintaining centralized cultural resources inventories and site
registration
All work that is conducted or supervised by the FSM Cultural Anthropologist shall
fully meet the U.S Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Cultural
Anthropology and Historic Preservation.

The FSM Cultural Anthropologist is required to write a report for each survey carried
out in each respective FSM State. The FSM Cultural Anthropologist must write
report(s) on the anthropological program for each FSM State at the end of the period for
each island, where the Anthropologist worked. A copy of all reports must be provided
to the Pohnpei State Government, the contracting State, for evaluation and monitoring
of work performance.

The acknowledgment of NPS support, the required disclaimer statement, and the
required nondiscrimination statement are required in all reports, publications, public
information materials, including audio and visual, and in workshop materials.

The FSM Cultural Anthropologist shall include in all publications, journal articles, or
other publicity while in the employment of the FSM Historic Preservation Office and in
any subsequent publications, a statement acknowledging the support and role of the
Historic Preservation Office and the National Park Service.

The FSM Cultural Anthropologist shall submit a copy of all publications, journal
articles, press releases or other publicity and/or a copy of the acknowledgement
statement planned for a subsequent publication to the HPO for approval prior to
issuance of the publication, journal article, press release or other publicity of any
subsequent publication.
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Benefits: A salary range from $35,000.00 per annum but not to exceed
$38,000.00 per annum depending upon the qualification of the applicant.
Housing, Life and Health Insurance, Travel and Relocation will be provided if
applicable.

Minimum Qualification Requirements:
Graduated from College or University with a Master Degree in Anthropology plus 2
years of professional experience. Must demonstrate competency in operation of
computers and software related to word processing, database and Geographic
Information System.
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APPENDIX G
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FROM THE YAP STATE ICH PROGRAM

FREE AND PRIOR INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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DATA COLLECTION (LONG) FORM
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DATA COLLECTION (LONG) FORM, CONT.

ABBREVIATED TRADITIONAL CRAFTSMANSHIP DATA COLLECTION (SHORT) FORM
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ABBREVIATED KNOWLEDGE AND PRACTICES DATA COLLECTION (SHORT) FORM

ABBREVIATED ORAL TRADITIONS AND EXPRESSIONS DATA COLLECTION (SHORT) FORM

418

ABBREVIATED PERFORMING ARTS DATA COLLECTION (SHORT) FORM

ABBREVIATED SOCIAL PRACTICES, RITUALS AND FESTIVE EVENTS DATA COLLECTION
(SHORT) FORM
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APPENDIX H
IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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